Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 


Jane Swift James H. Scanlan Michael H. Mulhern 
Governor Secretary and MBTA Chairman General Manager 


October 31, 2002 


Re: Silver Line Annual Update (EOEA #11707/EOEA #6826) 
Dear Reviewer: 
Attached, please find a copy of the MBTA’s 2002 Annual Update for the MBTA’s Silver 
Line. In accordance with the Secretary’s of Environmental Affairs MEPA Certificate 
dated August 9, 1999 on the above referenced MEPA filings, the MBTA prepared the 
Silver Line Annual Update. The Secretary’s Certificate required annual updates. The 
2001 Annual Update specifically focused on: 

e Ridership estimates for the Silver Line 


e Design and performance information for the dual mode vehicle, with 
particular emphasis on the emissions, of the vehicle 


e Operations Plan for the Silver Line 
The 2002 Annual Update describes additional progress on these issues. In addition, 
the 2002 Annual Update also reports on the three remaining issues identified in the 
Secretary's August 1999 certificate: 


e Revised station design for Boylston Station, showing continuation of tunnel 


e Tunnel portal and station design at New England Medical Center, 
including below grade connection to the Orange Line Station 


e Details of federal funding for Silver Line Phase II] and schedule of final 
design and construction 


The MBTA is also providing additional information on several other issues related to 
implementation of the Silver Line, particularly: 


e Establishment of the South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee 


e A realignment of the Silver Line Phase III tunnel alignment between 
Chinatown Station and Boylston Station 


Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, Ten Park Plaza, Boston, MA 02116-3974 


2002 Silver Line Annual Update 
October 31, 2002 
Page 2 of 2 


The MBTA is interested in receiving comments on the Annual Update. Comments will 
be received until January 9, 2002. All comments should be addressed to: 


Andrew D. Brennan 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 
10 Park Plaza, Room 6720 
Boston, MA 02116 


If you have any questions about this Annual Update, please contact me at 617-222- 


3126 or at abrennan@mbta.com. 


Sincerely, 


Andrew D. Brennan 
Director of Environmental Affairs 
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1.0 Purpose and Background 


@ 1.1 Purpose 


In April 2001, the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA) circulated an 
informational update on the status of the Silver Line project. That first Annual Update 
Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 was prepared at the direction of the Secretary of the 
Executive Office of Environmental Affairs (EOEA) in his combined August 9, 1999 certifi- 
cate on the following two MBTA filings: 


e A February 1998 Notice of Project Change (NPC) for the South Boston Piers 
Transitway Project (EOEA No. 6826); and 


e A May 1999 NPC for the Silver Line, which incorporates the Transitway and 
Washington Street Corridor Transit Service (EOEA No. 11707). 


Specifically, the Secretary’s certificate required the MBTA to revise and expand the 
Section 61 Finding for the Transitway, issued in April 1995, to cover the impacts and miti- 
gation commitments for the full Silver Line project. In addition, the Secretary directed 
that informational updates to this finding be prepared and circulated for public comment 
annually. Seven issues to be addressed in the revised Section 61 Finding and annual 
informational updates were also identified by the Secretary. A copy of the Secretary’s 
August 1999 certificate is contained in Appendix A. 


The first informational update in April 2001 addressed four of the seven issues identified 
in the Secretary’s August 1999 certificate: 


1. Ridership estimates for the full Silver Line, as well as for each individual first phase 
component, 


2. Manufacturer’s design and performance standard for the dual mode vehicle to be used 
in the Transitway, and for the clean fuel vehicle to be used on Washington Street; 


3. Discussion of the consistency of the vehicle types and performances with any applica- 
ble EPA [U.S. Environmental Protection Agency] policy and guidelines; and 


4. Operations plan for the Transitway, including full details of coordination with AITC 
[Airport Intermodal Transit Connector] service. 


This second informational update describes additional progress made on these four issues 


since publication of the first update in April 2001. It also reports on the three remaining 
issues identified in the Secretary’s August 1999 certificate: 
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1. Revised station design for Boylston Station, showing continuation of tunnel; 


2. Final tunnel portal and station design at New England Medical Center, including 
below-grade connection to Orange Line station, if feasible; and 


3. Details of federal funding submission for Section C [Silver Line Phase III] tunnel, and 
schedule of final design and construction to meet 2008 completion date. 


In addition to describing progress on all issues identified in the Secretary’s certificate, this 
year’s informational update reports on several other items related to implementation of 
the Silver Line. These include: 


e Establishment of the South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee, charged 
with the responsibility of providing input to the MBTA on Silver Line operating plans; 


e The need for a revised opening year operating plan for Silver Line Phase II service in 
the Waterfront area; and 


e A change in the Silver Line Phase III tunnel alignment between South Station and 
Boylston Station, with a continuation to New England Medical Center to provide a 
future operational connection with Washington Street service. 


This informational update also contains a Notice of Project Change related to the use of 
the dredged contaminated sediment from the Transitway Immersed Tube Tunnel in the 
Fort Port Channel. Finally, the update provides responses to comments received from 
reviewers of the following three documents; the latter two MBTA documents are 
described in more detail in Section 1.2: 


e South Boston Piers Area Transitway Peer Review Final Report, February 2001. 


e Annual Update Pursuant to Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 30, Section 61, Impact on 
the Natural Environment, South Boston Piers Transitway (EOEA No. 6826) and 
Washington Street/Silver Line Transit Service and Roadway Improvements (EOEA 
No. 11707), MBTA, April 2001. 


e Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project Change, Silver Line Maintenance Facility on 
Southampton Street, MBTA, April 2001. 


@ 1.2 History of Environmental Review Process 
The state and federal environmental review process for the South Boston Piers/Fort Point 
Channel Transitway Project began in 1987. Highlights of that process are as follows: 


e Feasibility Study. In the summer of 1987, the MBTA initiated a feasibility study to 
provide a preliminary evaluation of public transit alternatives to serve new development 
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in the South Boston Piers area. From approximately 250 combinations of technologies, 
destinations, and vertical alignments, six alternatives were selected for detailed 
analysis. These alternatives included conventional surface bus, two elevated and one 
underground people mover alignments, elevated guided bus, and a relocated Red 
Line. The feasibility study concluded that substantial public transportation 
improvements would be needed to support proposed development in the South 
Boston Piers area. The study recommended that a formal environmental impact 
analysis be initiated to enable a comprehensive evaluation of viable alternatives.. 


e Environmental Notification Form (ENF). An ENF for public transit service alterna- 
tives serving the South Boston Piers area was prepared by the MBTA and submitted 
for EOEA review in November 1987. The Secretary’s December 28, 1987 certificate on 
that ENF determined that an environmental impact report would be required. 


e Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR).2 A DEIR was initiated in the fall of 1987 
pursuant to the requirements of the Massachusetts Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). 
Five alternatives - including some that were developed in the feasibility study - were 
analyzed in the DEIR: No Action, Bus/Transportation System Management (TSM), 
At-Grade Light Rail, Elevated People Mover, Fort Point Channel Underground 
Transitway, and Red Line Loop. The DEIR was circulated in the fall of 1989 to 
Massachusetts government agencies, interested organizations, and citizens. Based on 
analysis conducted for the DEIR, the Underground Transitway using either trackless 
trolleys or dual mode buses was designated as the locally preferred alternative. 


e Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIS/SDEIR).* In August 1990, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
approved the MBTA’s application to advance the South Boston Piers/Fort Point 
Channel Transit Project into the federal alternatives analysis/environmental impact 
statement (AA/DEIS) process in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA). Based on the analysis and results of the DEIR, only a subset of alterna- 
tives was required by FTA for analysis as part of the federal process. Given the two 
years that had lapsed since publication of the DEIR, the MBTA and MEPA Unit agreed 
that the DEIS would also serve as a supplement to the earlier DEIR. The alternatives 
analyzed in the DEIS/SDEIR included a No Action Alternative, a Bus/TSM 
Alternative, and three termini options for the Underground Transitway Alternative 
advanced as part of the DEIR process. These termini options were a Full Build 





= 


Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Transit 
Feasibility Study. Prepared by URS Corporation. June 1987. 


i) 


Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Alternatives 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. EOEA No. 6826. Prepared by URS Consultants, Inc. 
September 1989. 


w 


Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Transit Project 
Draft Environmental Inpact Statement/Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report. EOEA No. 
6826. Prepared by URS Consultants, Inc. November 1992. 
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alignment extending from the existing Boylston Green Line Station to a new station at 
the World Trade Center in the Piers area; Minimum Operable Segment (MOS)-1, 
which extended from South Station to the Fan Pier; and MOS-2 extending from South 
Station to the World Trade Center. The FTA approved the DEIS/SDEIR in November 
1992. On January 13, 1993, the Massachusetts Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
issued a Certificate finding the DEIS/SDEIR adequate and in compliance with the 
MEPA. 


e Locally Preferred Alternative Report.’ Based on the results of the technical analysis 
presented in the DEIS/SDEIR and in concert with the ongoing public participation 
process established for the project, a report was prepared designating the Fort Point 
Channel Underground Transitway Full Build Transitway (also referred to as the South 
Boston Piers Full Build Transitway) as the locally preferred alternative. Of all the 
alternatives analyzed, the Full Build Alternative was deemed the best solution to 
transportation problems in the Piers area. This was measured in terms of improved 
transit service to the Piers area; support of future economic expansion in the Piers 
area; mitigation of potential traffic problems in the Piers area generated by projected 
development; minimized degradation of the natural environment; preservation of 
existing neighborhood and community cohesion; and provision of efficient and pro- 
ductive transit service. FTA approval of this report and of the initiation of preliminary 
engineering for the locally preferred alternative was received on June 2, 1993. 


e Transitway Elements in C11A1: Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project 
Change While work was proceeding on a Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/ Final Environmental Impact Report, the opportunity arose to jointly con- 
struct portions of the Transitway Project with the northbound Central Artery. Because 
the schedule for a joint Central Artery/Transitway construction package required 
plans, specifications, and estimates (PS&E) for the Transitway elements by July 31, 
1993, an Environmental Assessment (EA)/NPC was prepared. A Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) was received from the FTA on June 17, 1993, and a Phase I 
Waiver was received from the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs on July 15, 1993. 


e Final Environmental Impact Statement/Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIS/FEIR).° The FEIS/FEIR for the Transitway Project was formally issued on 
December 22, 1993 when its availability was published in the Environmental Monitor 





4+ Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Transit Project 
Locally Preferred Alternative Report. Prepared by URS Consultants, Inc. February 1993. 


ul 


Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Transit Project, 
Transitway Elements in C11A1: Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project Change. Prepared by 
URS Consultants, Inc. April 1993. 


a 


Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Transit Project 
Final Environmental Impact Statement/Einal Environmental Impact Report. EOEA No. 6826. Prepared 
by URS Consultants, Inc. December 1993. 
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and Federal Register. The FEIS/FEIR responded to all comments received on the 
DEIS/SDEIR, and selected trackless trolleys as the vehicle technology for Transitway 
operation. A public meeting on the FEIS/FEIR was held on January 12, 1994. The 
Secretary of the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs issued a 
Certificate on February 16, 1994 finding that the FEIS/FEIR adequately and properly 
complied with the MEPA and its implementing regulations. On May 12, 1994, FTA 
issued its Record of Decision (ROD) for the Full Build Transitway Project, which com- 
pleted the federal environmental review process. 


e Draft Section 61 Finding.’ As directed by the Secretary of Environmental Affairs in 
the FEIS/FEIR Certificate dated February 16, 1994, a Draft Section 61 Finding was pre- 
pared and circulated for public review, demonstrating that the MBTA had taken all 
feasible measures to avoid or minimize potential adverse impacts of the project. The 
Draft Section 61 Finding also addressed two issues that were left unresolved at the 
conclusion of the FEIS/FEIR: 1) whether to take or underpin the New England 
Seafood Center, and 2) the location of the Transitway maintenance facility. Comments 
received from reviewers were transmitted from the Secretary of Environmental Affairs 
to the MBTA ina letter dated November 30, 1994. 


e Final Section 61 Finding.’ A Final Section 61 Finding was prepared, responding to all 
comments and recommendations received from the Secretary of Environmental 
Affairs. The filing of this finding on April 18, 1995 completed the state environmental 
review process for the Transitway Project. 


e Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project Change for Transitway Initial Vehicle 
Technology and Connector Road.’ In February 1998, the MBTA issued an 
Environmental Assessment (EA)/NPC describing the environmental impacts and 
mitigation for a change in the vehicle technology to be operated as part of the first 
phase of the Transitway - proposed to be a dual mode vehicle, rather than the low- 
floor trackless trolley originally selected as part of the FEIS/FEIR process - and for 
construction of a “Connector Road” from the Transitway portal at D Street to the 
Massport Haul Road. 


e Washington Street/Silver Line Transit Service Environmental Notification Form. 
The MBTA issued an ENF on July 15, 1998 describing two phases of the Silver Line. 
Phase I would provide a surface transit connection along Washington Street between 
Dudley Square and Downtown Crossing. In Phase II, a tunnel and portal would be 


” Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Transit Project 
Draft Section 61 Finding. EOEA No. 6826. Prepared by URS Consultants, Inc. October 1994. 


8 Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers/Fort Point Channel Transit Project 
Final Section 61 Finding. EOEA No. 6826. Prepared by URS Consultants, Inc. April 1995. 


° Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. South Boston Piers Transitway Project. Environmental 
Assessment/Notice of Project Change for Transitway Initial Vehicle Technology and Connector Road. 
EOEA No. 6826. Prepared by URS Consultants, Inc. February 1998. 
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constructed to connect the Washington Street service to Phase II of the South Boston 
Piers Transitway. On August 21, 1998, the Secretary of EOEA issued a certificate that 
allowed the MBTA to prepare an NPC to address issues raised in both the certificate 
and ENF comments letters. 


Notice of Project Change, Washington Street/Silver Line Transit Service and 
Roadway Improvements; Response to Comments (NPC), South Boston Piers 
Transitway.'° In response to the August 1998 EOEA certificate, the MBTA issued a 
combined NPC document in May 1999, with the first part addressing the combined 
Silver Line, and the second part responding to comments on the February 1998 
Transitway EA/NPC. On August 9, 1999, the Secretary of EOEA issued a certificate 
requiring the MBTA to prepare annual informational updates on the Silver Line. 


Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project Change for the Silver Line 
Maintenance Facility on Southampton Street." In April 2001, the MBTA issued an 
EA/NPC describing the environmental impacts of siting the maintenance facility at a 
new location on Southampton Street. The FEIS/FEIR had described the impacts of a 
facility in the South Boston Waterfront neighborhood. A certificate on the EA/NPC 
was issued on May 25, 2001 in which the Secretary determined that no further envi- 
ronmental review of the facility at the Southampton Street location was required. 


Annual Update Pursuant to Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 30, Section 61, 
Impact on the Natural Environment.” As described above in Section1.1, the 
Secretary’s August 9, 1999 certificate required that the MBTA prepare annual infor- 
mational updates to describe progress on the combined Silver Line project. The first 
Annual Update was filed in April 2001 and described progress made to date on the 
development of new ridership estimates for the full Silver Line; manufacturer’s design 
and performance standard of the dual mode vehicle to be used in the Silver 
Line/South Boston Transitway as well as the compressed natural gas (CNG) vehicles 
to be used on the Washington Street section of the Silver Line; a discussion of the con- 
sistency of the vehicle types and performances with any applicable EPA policies and 
guidelines; and operations plans of the Silver Line/South Boston Transitway, 
including the coordination with AITC service to Logan Airport. 


‘0 Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority. Notice of Project Change, Washington Street/Silver 
Line Transit Service and Roadway Improvements and Response to Comments (NPC), South Boston Piers 
Transitway, EOEA Nos. 11707 and 6826. Prepared by URS Corporation, May 1999. 


'! Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project Change for 
the Silver Line Maintenance Facility on Southampton Street. EOEA Nos. 6826 and 11707. Prepared 
by URS Corporation, April 2001. 


"Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority, Annual Update Pursuant to Massachusetts General 
Laws, Chapter 30, Section 61, Impact on the Natural Environment. EOEA Nos. 6826 and 11707. 
Prepared by URS Corporation, February 2001, Revised April 2001. 
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H@ 1.3 Future Filings 


The MBTA continues to conduct additional analyses and studies that will result in future 
filings with EOEA and FTA. These studies are needed to fully analyze, integrate, and 
implement the Silver Line project, and include the following: 


e Silver Line Phase III Alignment EA. An EA will be prepared to describe the impacts 
of alternative alignments for two sections of the Silver Line: 1) the tunnel alignment 
between South Station and Boylston Station; and 2) the tunnel connection between the 
Washington Street project to Boylston Station. Conceptual design for these two sec- 
tions, which comprise Phase III of the Silver Line, has been completed on an alterna- 
tive tunnel alignment that follows Essex Street to Chinatown and Boylston Stations, 
and continues in tunnel to New England Medical Center Station; in the FEIS/FEIR for 
the Transitway project, the alignment followed Avenue de Lafayette and 
Avery/Tremont Streets to a terminus at Boylston Station. This realignment and exten- 
sion of the Phase III tunnel is described in more detail in Section 5.0; the environ- 
mental consequences of this change, which are not expected to be significant and in 
fact will be lesser in some key cases than those analyzed previously in the FEIS/FEIR, 
are also summarized. The EA also will incorporate a financial analysis of these 
remaining sections of the project. 


e Future Informational Updates Pursuant to Section 61. As work proceeds on these 
studies and resolution of issues identified in the Secretary’s August 1999 certificate, 
additional annual informational updates will be issued. 


e Revised Draft and Final Section 61 Findings. Upon completion of all analytical and 
engineering work for the Silver Line, draft and final Section 61 Findings will be pre- 
pared, summarizing the impacts and mitigation of the project. 


@ 1.4 Public Process 


As reported in the previous Annual Update, the MBTA has established a public outreach 
process for the Silver Line, to foster an interactive, community-based, public participation 
process through which the MBTA can receive information from affected parties and pro- 
vide continuing updates on the Silver Line as the project advances. The first step in the 
Silver Line public outreach process was to convene the South Boston Waterfront Transit 
Advisory Committee (GBWTAC), which provides a forum for two-way communication 
between the MBTA and Waterfront area stakeholders. These stakeholders represent a 
broad cross-section of interests, including elected officials; transportation and other public 
agencies; businesses and developers; and environmental, public health, neighborhood, 
and community organizations. A list of organizations who have been invited to partici- 
pate in the SBWTAC is provided in Table 1.1. 
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The committee has two primary goals: 1) to advise the MBTA on development of the ini- 
tial service plan, which will coordinate Silver Line Phase II service with existing bus 
routes, privately operated shuttle services, and water transportation to the South Boston 
Waterfront; and 2) to address recommendations made in the South Boston Piers Area 
Transitway Peer Review Panel Final Report regarding operating plans, vehicle emission con- 
trols, and emissions monitoring for the area. After these goals have been met, the 
committee will be expanded to address issues related to completion of the full build Silver 
Line, including the connection between Phase I (Washington Street) and Phase II (service 
between South Station and the Waterfront) and selection of the vehicle for future Silver 
Line operations. 


The committee was launched in December 2001 and plans to meet monthly until the final 
service plan for the Waterfront has been finalized. Over the next year the committee will 
focus on development of an interim plan to provide service between South Station and the 
Waterfront area when Phase II begins operation in December 2003 (see Section 1.5). The 
committee will then assist in the development of the final Phase II service plan, which will 
be implemented as soon as the dual mode vehicles become available. The committee has 
also identified a number of topics for discussion in the context of developing the service 
plans, such as signal priority for buses, integration of transit services with pedestrian and 
bicycle travel, and Silver Line fare policy. Both the interim and the final service plans will 
be presented at public meetings in the Waterfront area and the South Boston neighbor- 
hood before they are finalized. A copy of the committee agenda is shown in Table 1.2. 


Other aspects of the MBTA’s Silver Line public outreach process involve the continued 
dissemination of information on the progress of the project, through the submittal of such 
documents as these annual updates and a future EA (see Section 1.3 above). Public com- 
ment periods will be held for each document, some through the federal NEPA process and 
others through comment periods held by the MBTA (such as on these annual updates). 
The MBTA will prepare and issue responses to comments for each document circulated 
for public review. 


The MBTA has also launched a Silver Line web site, which provides continuing 
updates on the project, vehicles, schedule, etc. The web site can be viewed at www. 
allaboutsilverline.com. 


Through this public outreach process, the MBTA will build a strong, broad-based coalition 
in support of the Silver Line. As discussed in more detail in Section 6.0, this support is 
crucial if the MBTA is to receive the large amount of federal funds needed to make this 
project a reality. 
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Table 1.1 Participants in the South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory 





Committee 
Type of Participant Participant Organization 
Elected Officials e Boston City Council 
e U.S. House of Representatives (9'" District of 
Massachusetts) 
e Massachusetts Senate 
Transportation and Public Agencies e Boston Environment Department 
e Boston Environmental Services 
e Boston Redevelopment Authority 
e Boston Transportation Authority 
e Central Artery/Tunnel Project 
e Central Transportation Planning Staff 
e Federal Transit Administration 
e Massachusetts Convention Center Authority 
e Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs 
e Massachusetts Port Authority 
e MBTA Advisory Board 
Businesses, Organizations/ Interests, e Artery Business Committee 
Occupants, and Developers of the e Boston Marine Industrial Park 
South Boston Waterfront e Brownfields Recovery Corporation 
e Community Design Partnership 
e Fort Point Associates, Inc. 
e John Joseph Moakley U.S. Courthouse 
e Spaulding & Slye Colliers International 
e The Drew Company 
e The McCourt Company 
Environmental, Public Health, e Adaptive Environments 
Neighborhood, and Community e Alternatives for Community and Environment 
Organizations e Artery Business Committee Transportation 


Management Association 
e The Boston Harbor Association 
e Condon Community Center 
e Conservation Law Foundation 
e Logan Transportation Management Association 
e Seaport Transportation Management Association 
e South Boston Design Advisory Committee 
e South Boston Public Health Initiative 
e South Boston Residents Group 


FD 
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Table 1.2 South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee 
Draft Meeting Schedule - All meetings will include a construction update. 


i 


December 17, 2001 MBTA e Present committee background information, membership and goals 
January 28, 2002 BRA e Present data on existing/ planned levels of development 
March 5, 2002 TMAs e Present information on existing commuter patterns, based on data from 


member employee surveys, etc., and review status of existing private 
transit services to the Waterfront area 


MBTA e Review all existing public transit services to the Waterfront area 
April 2, 2002 SBWTAC  e Committee Tour of the Transitway Tunnel 
May 7, 2002 MBTA e Discuss Committee Approach and Schedule 


e Establish subcommittee to assist in planning public meetings that will 
be held in South Boston 


¢ Update committee on dual-mode vehicle procurement status and dis- 
cuss vehicle emissions and monitoring issues 


June 4, 2002 TMAs e Update committee on the progress of the South Boston Shuttle Study to 
elicit discussion and feedback on possible shuttle service alternatives 


July 2, 2002 SBWTAC 
August 6, 2002 SBWTAC e Optional - Tour of Washington Street Silver Line Service 


Optional - Tour of MBTA Bus and Subway Operations Control Center 


September 3, 2002 MBTA e Present and discuss “Interim” Transitway service plan, including stops 
at South Station, the Courthouse, WTC, and Connector Road (using 
trackless trolleys until dual-mode vehicles are available). Allow com- 
mittee members two weeks to forward additional comments on the 
proposed “Interim” Transitway service plan to the MBTA for consid- 
eration before public meetings. 


e Update committee on dual-mode vehicle procurement status 


e Discuss draft equipment maintenance and emissions control/ 
monitoring plans 


October and MBTA and e Hold two community meetings to present “Interim” Transitway service 

November SBWTAC plan (with stops at South Station, the Courthouse, WTC and Connector 
Road (using trackless trolleys); to discuss equipment emissions con- 
trol/ monitoring issues; and to elicit input/ discussion regarding the 
“Final” Transitway service plan (with surface routes, using dual-mode 
vehicles): 


e Meeting for Waterfront area transit users (daytime) 
° Meeting for South Boston residential area transit users (in the evening) 


December 3, 2002 MBTA e Present and discuss “Interim” Transitway service plan (with stops at 
South Station, the Courthouse, WTC and Connector Road, using track- 
less trolleys), updated with input from public meetings 


TMAs e Present final recommendations of South Boston Shuttle Study 


MBTA e Present and discuss draft “Final” Transitway service plan including 
BMIP, BCEC and AITC surface routes (using dual-mode vehicles); 
identify possible needed adjustments to existing bus routes; and dis- 
cuss potential need for additional complementary services. Also dis- 
cuss possible future Silver Line surface routes to the South Boston 
neighborhoods and identify service tradeoffs 
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Table 1.2 South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee (continued) 
Draft Meeting Schedule — All meetings will include a construction update. 





January 7, 2003 SBWTAC e Invite SBWTAC members to present their ideas for the “Final” 
Transitway service plan (with surface routes, using dual-mode vehi- 
cles) and allow them two weeks to forward additional comments 


February 4, 2003 MBTA e Discuss fares, station operations, station signage, etc. 
(TBD) e Discuss signal prioritization and integration of bike and pedestrian 
access with transit 
March 4, 2003 MBTA e Present and discuss updated “Final” Transitway service plan (with 
surface routes, using dual-mode vehicles), based on SBWTAC member 
comments 


e Update committee on dual-mode vehicle procurement status and dis- 
cuss equipment maintenance and emissions control/ monitoring plans 


April and May 2003 MBTA and Hold two community meetings to present the “Final” Transitway serv- 
SBWTAC ice plan (with surface routes, using dual-mode vehicles); and to discuss 
equipment maintenance and emissions control/ monitoring plans: 


e Meeting for Waterfront area transit users (daytime) 


e Meeting for South Boston residential area transit users (in the evening) 


June 3, 2003 MBTA e Committee tour of the Southampton St. Maintenance Facility 

July 1, 2003 ° TBD (optional) 

August 5, 2003 e TBD (optional) 

September 2, 2003 MBTA e Review equipment maintenance and emissions control/ monitoring 


e Present and discuss the “Final” Transitway service plan (with surface 
routes, using dual-mode vehicles), updated with input from public 
meetings 


October 7, 2003 SBWTAC_ e Discuss transition to committee that will address full-build Silver Line 
issues 


December 2003 e Implement “Interim” Transitway service plan, including stops at South 
Station, the Courthouse, WTC and Connector Road (using trackless 
trolleys) 


2004 e Implement “Final” Transitway service plan with surface routes (using 
dual-mode vehicles) 


2004 e Transition to committee that will address full-build Silver Line issues 





M@ 1.5 Draft Interim Service Plan 


Revenue service for Phase II of the Silver Line will begin in December 2003. However, 
because the manufacturer will not deliver the 60-foot dual mode articulated vehicles by 
that time, the MBTA will initiate Phase II service using low-floor 40-foot electric trolley 
buses (ETB). The MBTA currently has 13 ETBs on order, and based on the manufacturer’s 
delivery schedule, the MBTA expects these vehicles to be available for initiation of 
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Phase II service. The ETBs will continue to provide Interim Service until the dual mode 
vehicles are deployed. 


The MBTA chose the ETBs for Silver Line Phase II Interim Service because they can oper- 
ate in the Transitway tunnel using the overhead catenary and because their low-floor 
design will facilitate level boarding, which will reduce dwell times at stations and meet 
the needs of passengers with disabilities. The MBTA’s current diesel fleet does not have 
low-floors and cannot be operated in the tunnel, due to ventilation issues. Although the 
MBTA’s CNG vehicles are low-floor, they also cannot operate in the tunnel. 


The ETBs will provide Interim Service from South Station to the Connector Road, with 
intermediate stops at the Courthouse and the World Trade Center Stations. Because the 
ETBs operate exclusively using the overhead catenary, they will not provide service 
beyond the Connector Road. Thus, Phase II surface routes to BMIP, BCEC, and Logan 
Airport will not begin until the dual mode vehicles are available for service. Until then, 
MBTA bus Routes 3 and 6 will continue to operate between South Station and BMIP. 


The MBTA currently is developing the ETB Interim Service Plan and will present it to the 
South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee for review and advice in September 
2002. The Interim Service Plan also will be presented at two public meetings, which are 
planned for the Waterfront and the South Boston residential area in October and 
November 2002. At these meetings, the MBTA also will solicit input on the service plans 
for the Transitway surface routes and will present the preliminary emissions control and 
monitoring plans. 


The Silver Line ridership estimates presented in Section 2.0 are based on 2005 develop- 
ment projections and the use of the 60-foot dual mode vehicles. Because several major 
parcels in the Waterfront have not yet received environmental clearance to initiate devel- 
opment, ridership demand will be lower during the time that the ETBs are providing 
Interim Service. Thus, it is anticipated that the Interim Service Plan will meet the existing 


demand, even though the capacity of the ETBs is lower than that of the dual mode 
vehicles. 


# 1.6 Organization of Document 


Section 2.0 of this informational update reports on additional Silver Line ridership analy- 
sis since the April 2001 update was published. The section describes adjustments to 2005 
development assumptions for the Waterfront area, and reports new ridership projections 
based on those changed assumptions. In addition, an analysis of the capacity of the Silver 
Line to meet a more aggressive development scenario is described. Finally, future Silver 
Line ridership analysis efforts are summarized. Section 3.0 describes changes to the 
engine specification for the dual mode vehicles to be procured for Silver Line operation. 
Section 4.0 summarizes the anticipated emissions impacts of the revised engine specifica- 
tion, and presents the results of regional air quality analysis. Section 5.0 provides a 
detailed description of additional conceptual design activities that have been completed 
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on the Silver Line Phase II] and summarizes the anticipated environmental consequences 
of a change and extension of the Phase III alignment. Section 6.0 summarizes the MBTA’s 
assumptions about and process for obtaining federal funding for Phase II, and provides 
an update on schedule. Finally, in Section 7.0, responses are provided to comments 
received on the Transitway Vehicle Peer Review Final Report, the Silver Line Maintenance 
Facility EA/NPC, and the April 2001 Annual Update. 
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2.0 Revised Silver Line Ridership 
Estimates 


@ 2.1 Introduction 


The April 2001 Annual Update presented anticipated ridership for the Silver Line, both in 
2005 when the initial implementation phase between South Station and the Waterfront 
area - Silver Line Phase II - would be in operation and in 2025 when the full Silver Line 
will be constructed, providing service between Dudley Square, downtown Boston, the 
Waterfront area, and Logan Airport.’ The 2025 ridership forecasts reflected Waterfront 
area land uses and build-out assumptions developed by the Boston Redevelopment 
Authority (BRA) in 2001, while the 2005 ridership was based on the land use assumptions 
developed in 1996 by the Central Transportation Planning Staff (CTPS) in conjunction 
with the Massachusetts Port Authority and the City of Boston Planning Department. 


This section describes changes in the BRA’s development assumptions for 2005 and the 
revised 2005 Silver Line ridership estimates that are based on those changes. Ridership 
forecasts for 2025 have remained the same, as the BRA’s 2025 development assumptions 
have not changed. This section also presents a capacity analysis that has been performed 
to assess the adequacy of the proposed Silver Line Phase II operating plan and vehicle 
fleet size, if new development in the Waterfront area occurs more quickly than antici- 


pated. Finally, the process that will be used in the future to project Silver Line ridership is 
described. 


' The terminology for referring to each operating phase of the Silver Line has been changed since 
publication of the Annual Update in April 2001. Specifically, that document referred to Phases 1 
and 2 of the Transitway. Phase 1 of the Transitway is now referred to as Phase II of the Silver 
Line, consisting of a tunnel between South Station and the World Trade Center, with surface 
routes in the Waterfront area. Phase 2 of the Transitway is now referred to as Phase II] of the 
Silver Line, consisting of a tunnel extending between South Station and New England Medical 
Center. Phase I of the Silver Line consists of surface Washington Street service between Dudley 
Square and downtown Boston. The numbering of Silver Line phases reflects the order in which 
they will be implemented. The full build Silver Line will be completed with the Phase III tunnel, 
and will allow a one-seat ride from Dudley Square to the airport. 


2-1 


PV ae ns EU URE SR Ee = SPP cn Ne ltr IRTP SE | 
24 Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


H 2.2 2005 Development Assumptions 


Over the past five years, the future development plans for the emerging Waterfront area 
have undergone several reviews and revisions. Most recently, the BRA has reviewed 
development that is likely to be in place by the year 2005 and has prepared an updated 
land use plan for 2005. CTPS revised the estimated number of trips destined for the 
Waterfront area by comparing its 2005 land use assumptions (which were developed in 
1996) with the BRA’s updated 2005 land use plan. Table 2.1 shows the projected trips by 
purpose - home, work, or other (such as visitors) - for each of four major trip generators 
in the Waterfront area. As can be seen in this table, the BRA’s revised land use plan for 
2005 results in approximately 23,000 more trips destined to the Waterfront area than were 
projected for 2005 in the plan developed by CTPS in 1996. 


Table 2.1 Comparison of 2005 Trip Generation Results 
CPTS Assumptions Versus BRA’s 2005 Land Use 


Based on CTPS Assumptions Developed in 1996 
Total Daily Trip Destinations 


Home Work Other Total 
Courthouse 170 4,420 2770 7,360 
Trade Center 9,600 2,800 12,400 
EDIC 70 6,110 1,490 7,670 
Convention Center 10 3,520 675 4,205 
Grand Total 31,635 


Based on BRA’s Land Use Assumptions for 2005 
Total Daily Trip Destinations 


Home Work Other Total 
Courthouse 2,715 10,900 5,335 18,950 
Trade Center 1,245 16,740 2,340 20,325 
EDIC 70 4,385 1,490 5,945 
Convention Center 1,495 7,510 505 9,510 
Grand Total 54,730 


2-2 





24 Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


2.3 Ridership Summary 


As described above, the ridership forecasts developed for the year 2025 and presented in 
the previous Annual Update have not changed. However, ridership forecasts for 2005 
have been revised, based on recent, updated BRA projections for the level of new devel- 
opment expected to be in place in the Waterfront area by that time. Although the devel- 
opment and ridership projections have been updated, it was not necessary to change the 
proposed Phase II Silver Line operating plan for 2005. 


Total Phase H Silver Line ridership using BRA’s revised land use assumptions is estimated 
to be 33,015 riders per day in 2005.? This projection represents 5,265 more Silver Line trips 
than estimated in the previous Annual Update, and reflects the higher Waterfront devel- 
opment levels now anticipated for 2005. 


Table 2.2 summarizes the 2005 ridership estimate presented in the April 2001 Annual 
Update, the ridership estimates presented in the 1993 FEIS/FEIR, and the revised 2005 
ridership estimates using the BRA’s new land use assumptions for 2005. The table also 
shows anticipated ridership on Phase I of the Silver Line (Washington Street Service). 


The peak load and available capacity on each Phase II Silver Line branch are reported in 
Table 2.3. Results indicate that the Silver Line should have sufficient capacity to accom- 
modate projected demand in 2005. The maximum volume-to-capacity (V/C) ratio at the 
peak load point is projected to be about 0.74. Based on this V/C ratio, a fleet of roughly 24 
vehicles would be sufficient to maintain a 3-minute headway on the Silver Line services to 
the Waterfront area and a 10-minute headway on the route to Logan Airport. 


2.4 Aggressive Growth Scenario Capacity Analysis 


As described above, more than sufficient capacity exists on the Phase II Silver Line with its 
fleet of 32 dual mode vehicles (including spares) to meet ridership demand requirements 
in 2005. This finding assumes the higher trip generation resulting from increased devel- 
opment projected by BRA for the Waterfront area by 2005. To further test the capacity of 
the Phase II Silver Line, “what if? analysis was conducted for an even more aggressive 
growth scenario, which assumes that the number of vehicles available to provide Phase II 
service would remain unchanged, but levels of development would increase. For this 
analysis, the development projected by the BRA in the Waterfront by 2010 is assumed to 
occur five years earlier, in 2005. 


* This estimate excludes ridership on Route 7, which was anticipated to operate via the Silver Line 
tunnel at the time the Transitway FEIS/FEIR was published. If Route 7 ridership is included in 
the estimate, daily ridership on MBTA services operated to the Waterfront area is projected to be 
42,015. 
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Table 2.2 Update of the Silver Line Ridership Results for 2005 
Using BRA’s Land Use Assumptions 





Network Assumptions 


Silver Line Service Headways 
South Station - BMIP 3.0 minutes 
South Station - BCEC 3.0 minutes 
South Station - Logan 10.0 minutes 
Washington Street service runs on surface: 
Dudley to Downtown Crossing at 4-minute headway, replaces Route 49 


All shuttle buses eliminated 


Daily Ridership for the Year 2005 
CTPS Analysis 
Done in Current CTPS 
August, 2001 Analysis Using 
Using CTPS _— Original FEIS BRA’s 2005 
Land Use Numbers Year Land Use 


Transit Service Route Description Assumptions 2005 Assumptions 
South Station Service South Station-BMIP 15,600 17,700 18,565 
South Station Service South Station-Summer Street n/a 13,100 n/a 
South Station Service South Station-BCEC 8,950 n/a 10,650 
AITC South Station-Logan 3,200 n/a 3,800 
Boylston Service Boylston-BMIP ; n/a n/a n/a 
Boylston Service Boylston-WTC n/a n/a n/a 
Boylston Service Boylston-Summer Street n/a n/a n/a 
Silver Line Service Dudley-BMIP n/a n/a n/a 
Silver Line Service Dudley-BCEC n/a n/a n/a 
Silver Line Service (AITC) Dudley-Logan n/a n/a n/a 
Route 7 (runs in the tunnel in the original FEIS) 7,580 3,700 9,000 
Total Ridership (including Route 7 riders) 35,330 34,500 42,015 
Total Ridership (excluding Route 7 riders) 27,750 30,800 33,015 
Washington Street Service Route 49 n/a 11,000 n/a 

Dudley Square-CBD (Silver 12,130 n/a 12,150 

Line) 

Dudley Square-BMIP/ n/a n/a n/a 

BCEC/Logan 

Dudley-Boylston segment of 9,200 n/a 9,200 


the Silver Line* 





* Total for this segment is a subset of the daily riders traveling between Dudley Square and the CBD. 
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Table 2.3. Vehicle Requirements and V/C Ratios for the Year 2025 





South Station to BMIP Service 


Daily Peak Load From South Station going East 8,900 
Runtime/In 10.5 
Runtime/Out 9.0 
Layover time 4.0 
Cycle time 219 
Peak hour Headway ] 
Number of vehicles passing 20 
through the tunnel during peak 
hour 
Available capacity in peak hour 1,940 
Number of vehicles used 10 
Peak load in a.m. peak hour 1,869 


South Station to BCEC Service 


Daily Peak Load From South Station going East 5,100 
Runtime/In 7.0 
Runtime/Out 10.0 
Layover time 3.00 
Cycle time 23.0 
Peak hour Headway 3.0 
Number of vehicles passing 20 
through the tunnel during peak 
hour 
Available capacity in peak hour 1,940 
Number of vehicles used 8 
Peak load in a.m. peak hour 1,071 
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Table 2.3 Vehicle Requirements and V/C Ratios for the Year 2025 (continued) 





South Station to Logan Service (AITC) 





Daily Peak Load From South Station going East 1,860 
Runtime/In 27 
Runtime/Out 18 
Layover time 9 
Cycle time 63 
South Station to Logan Service Peak hour Headway 10 
Number of vehicles passing 6 
through tunnel during peak 
hour 
Available capacity in peak hour 582 
Number of vehicles used 6 
Peak load in a.m. peak hour 391 
Summary 
Total Peak Load in 
Service Cota Available Capacity A-M. Peak Hour __ 
South Station to BMIP 1,940 1,869 
South Station to BCEC 1,940 1,071 
South Station to Logan 582 391 
4,462 3,331 
Overall V/C ratio 0.74 
Total Vehicles Needed to Maintain 24 vehicles 


Assumed Headways 





Land use and associated trip generation assumptions for 2010 were estimated by interpo- 
lating the trip generation results of 2005 and 2025. Using those trip generation results, 
ridership was projected for 2010. As shown in Table 2.4, there would be an estimated 
increase in Silver Line ridership of 9.4 percent between 2005 and 2010. 
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Table 2.4 Update of the Silver Line Ridership Results for 2010 
Obtained through interpolation of BRA’s Land Use for 2005 and 2025 





Network Assumptions 


Silver Line Service Headways 
South Station - BMIP 3.0 minutes 
South Station - BCEC 3.0 minutes 
South Station - Logan 10.0 minutes 
Washington Street service runs on surface: 
Dudley to Downtown Crossing at 4-minute headway, replaces Route 49 


All shuttle buses eliminated 


Daily Ridership for the Year 2010 
2005 Ridership 2010 Ridership 
CTPS Analysis Using 
CTPS Analysis Using Interpolation of BRA’s 
BRA’s 2005 Land Use _ Land Use for 2005 and 


Transit Service Route Description Assumptions 2025 
South Station Service South Station-BMIP 18,565 20,300 
South Station Service South Station-Summer Street n/a n/a 
South Station Service South Station-BCEC 10,650 11,650 
AITC South Station-Logan 3,800 4,160 
Boylston Service Boylston-BMIP n/a n/a 
Boylston Service Boylston-WTC n/a n/a 
Boylston Service Boylston-Summer Street n/a n/a 
Silver Line Service Dudley-BMIP n/a n/a 
Silver Line Service Dudley-BCEC n/a n/a 
Silver Line Service (AITC) Dudley-Logan n/a n/a 
Route 7 (runs in the tunnel in the original FEIS) 9,000 9,850 
Total Ridership (including Route 7 riders) 42,015 45,960 
Total Ridership (excluding Route 7 riders) 33,015 36,110 
Washington Street Service Route 49 n/a n/a 

Dudley Square-CBD (Silver 12,150 13,270 

Line) 

Dudley Square-BMIP/ n/a n/a 

BCEC/ Logan 

Dudley-Boylston segment of 9,200 10,075 


the Silver Line* 





* Total for this segment is a subset of the daily riders traveling between Dudley Square and the CBD. 
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Table 2.5 summarizes the peak load and available capacity on the Silver Line assuming 
2010 development levels. As shown, the average V/C ratio on all branches of the Silver 
Line would be approaching 85 percent. However, the MBTA’s planned Phase II vehicle 
fleet of 32 dual mode buses (24 in operation and six spares), operating at previously 
planned headways, could easily meet the ridership demand created by an aggressive 
growth scenario in the Waterfront area. 


Table 2.5 Vehicle Requirements and V/C Ratios for the Year 2010 


South Station to BMIP Service 


Daily Peak Load From South Station going East 9,750 
Runtime/In 10.5 
Runtime/Out 9.0 
Layover time 4.0 
Cycle time 27D 
Peak hour Headway 3 
Number of vehicles passing 20 
through the tunnel during peak 
hour 
Available capacity in peak hour 1,940 
Number of vehicles used 10 
Peak load in a.m. peak hour 2,048 


South Station to BCEC Service 


Daily Peak Load From South Station going East 5,700 
Runtime/In 7.0 
Runtime/Out 10.0 
Layover time 3.00 
Cycle time 23.0 
Peak hour Headway 3.0 
Number of vehicles passing 20 
through the tunnel during peak 
hour 
Available capacity in peak hour 1,940 
Number of vehicles used 8 
Peak load in a.m. peak hour 1,197 
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Table 2.5 Vehicle Requirements and V/C Ratios for the Year 2010 (continued) 





South Station to Logan Service (AITC) 





Daily Peak Load From South Station going East 2,100 
Runtime/In 27 
Runtime/Out 18 
Layover time 9 
Cycle time 63 
South Station to Logan Service Peak hour Headway 10 
Number of vehicles passing 6 
through tunnel during peak 
hour 
Available capacity in peak hour 582 
Number of vehicles used 6 
Peak load in a.m. peak hour 441 
Summary 
Total Peak Load in 
Service Total Available Capacity A.M. Peak Hour 
South Station to BMIP 1,940 2,050 
South Station to BCEC 1,940 1,200 
South Station to Logan 582 450 
4,462 3,700 
Overall V/C ratio 0.83 
Total Vehicles Needed to Maintain 24 vehicles 


Assumed Headways 





@ 2.5 Future Ridership Estimation 


Additional ridership estimation will be conducted as implementation of the Silver Line 
proceeds. Specifically, as described in Section 1.5, an interim service plan will be put in 
place for Phase II in 2003 using ETBs. As described previously, the operating characteris- 
tics of this interim plan will be developed with input from the South Boston Waterfront 
Transit Advisory Committee and the public. Ridership forecasts will be prepared for that 
interim operating plan as it is developed by the committee. 
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The committee will also provide input on longer-term service plans for the Silver Line. 
Ridership projections will be updated if necessary, based on the final Phase II service plan 
and/or any additional changes in the Waterfront area development plan that are identi- 
fied by the BRA. 


Finally, as will be discussed in Section 6.0, the MBTA has submitted a request to FTA 
which has been approved to initiate preliminary engineering on Phase III of the Silver 
Line; Phase II] will connect Phases I and II through a tunnel extending between South 
Station and New England Medical Center. To date, ridership forecasts for the Silver Line 
project have been generated using the same regional model set that was originally used 
for the Transitway FEIR/FEIR; this approach ensured that the ridership forecasts for the 
project remained consistent and comparable. However, a more sophisticated regional 
model set will be used for future phases of Silver Line project development, and revised 
ridership will be estimated. This new model set will be used once preliminary engi- 
neering is initiated for Phase III of the Silver Line and will incorporate FTA’s requirements 
for calculating travel time savings. Definition of these requirements has been delayed for 
over a year, but should be available by summer 2002 and must be met by projects that are 
advanced into preliminary engineering. 
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3.0 Vehicle and Environmental 
Control Technologies 


# 3.1 Introduction 


This section provides an update on the dual mode articulated vehicle to be operated in 
Phase II of the Silver Line. Specifically, since the previous Annual Update was filed in 
April 2001, there has been a change in the engine that will power the dual mode vehicle. 
There are no other changes to the vehicle as described in the previous Annual Update. 


The new engine, its proposed emissions control plan, and consistency with the regulations 
and policies of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are described below. 


H 3.2 Engine 


The MBTA, in conjunction with its contracted Silver Line vehicle manufacturer, 
NEOPLAN USA, has selected the Detroit Diesel Corporation (DDC) Series 60 diesel 
engine for integration with the dual mode vehicle’s propulsion system (GenSet and elec- 
tric motor drive). This change was due to the fact that DaimlerChrysler, the originally 
selected engine manufacturer, withdrew its offer to provide the LA OM-502 engine for the 
U.S. market. This decision was based in part on DaimlerChrylser’s recent acquisition and 
corporate integration of DDC, whose product line meets the MBTA’s requirements. A 
major diesel engine manufacturer in North America, the Michigan-based DDC is also the 
largest supplier of heavy-duty diesel engines to the U.S. transit bus market. 


The selected DDC Series 60 engine is a 500-horse power (hp), 14-liter, six-cylinder engine 
incorporating exhaust gas recirculation (EGR) technology for heightened oxides of nitro- 
gen (NOx) control.! The engine will be equipped with an enhanced DDEC IV electronic 
control module (ECM) that is calibrated and configured to integrate the EGR system, its 
operating components, and variable control features. 





' Section 4.0 presents a revised analysis of the air quality impacts, including NOx reductions, 
resulting from this new engine. 
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Essentially, EGR is a process to reduce and control NOx emissions by lowering the tem- 
perature of combustion in the engine’s combustion chambers, thereby minimizing the 
formation of NOx. A high-pressure, water-cooled, closed loop system takes a variably 
controlled portion of the engine exhaust and runs it through a cooling process. The cooled 
gas is reintroduced into the air intake mixer (i.e., with filtered ambient air), fed into the 
turbocharger for pressurization and released into the combustion chambers. 


The DDEC IV enhancements provide a programmable engine management capability, 
which adjusts the EGR system to the various levels of engine operation. The incorpora- 
tion of new EGR-related sensors, processor, and actuators allow for reliable systems inte- 
gration and efficient performance. The EGR system is controlled by the enhanced ECM 
and calibrated with the engine modes of operation (i.e., steady state or transient modes) to 
maximize emissions reduction. Consistent NOx reduction is accomplished by linking the 
operating range of the engine map with the EGR system. 


The originally proposed DaimlerChrysler LA OM-502 engine had a 3.73 grams per brake 
horsepower hour (g/bhp-hour) NOx profile. The DDC Series 60 will be 33 percent lower 
in NOx emissions. The Series 60 NOx level will be certified to the EPA engine certification 
standards which came into effect on October 1, 2002 at: 


e 2.5¢/bhp-hour for NOx and NMHG; and 
e 0.05¢/bhp-hour for particulate matter (PM). 


DDC has completed the required testing and submitted its application for certification of 
the Series 60 engine to the EPA. NEOPLAN has ordered the Series 60 with diesel par- 
ticulate filter (DPF) technology, thereby supporting the MBTA’s enhanced policy for 
lower PM emissions (e.g., 0.01g/bhp-hour or less). 


In summary, the DDC Series 60 will provide the MBTA and its customers with five dis- 
tinct benefits over the original engine selection: 


e Lowers NOx emissions by 33 percent utilizing the state-of-the-art EGR technology; 
e Minimizes additional targeted pollutants (PM, hydrocarbons, and carbon monoxide); 


e Uses an engine control system that contributes to more efficient engine operation, pro- 
active maintenance, and time-sensitive troubleshooting; 


e Has a proven track record of performance, durability, and reliability in the United 
States; and 


e Possesses the power to support expansion of dual mode vehicle service to areas with 
steeper route topography. 
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@ 3.3 Fuel 


The MBTA’s plan to use ultra low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel in the Silver Line dual mode 
vehicle remains unchanged. It is important to note that the MBTA has implemented the 
deployment of ULSD fuel for its entire urban bus fleet of 940 vehicles (Model Years 1984 
to 1995). This major initiative enables the MBTA to: 


e Gain experience in the handling of this new fuel product; 
e Assess the mechanical impact on its diesel engines; 


e Establish a secure supply of ULSD in compliance with the MBTA’s specification (e.g., 
sulfur content, lubricity, cold weather characteristics); and 


e Reduces the emissions from the entire bus fleet. 


Current usage of ULSD provides a strong foundation for managing the future dual mode 
vehicle fleet operation. This experience with ULSD is the cornerstone for enabling the 
reliable operation and performance of DPF technology on the dual mode vehicle. 


# 3.4 Aftertreatment 


As reported in the previous Annual Update, the emissions control plan for the dual mode 
vehicle calls for a two-phase aftertreatment strategy. In Phase1, which remains 
unchanged, DPF technology is integrated with the selected diesel engine on all vehicles 
procured. Subsequent to publication of the 2001 Annual Update, the MBTA has under- 
taken a DPF technology retrofit program focused on its Nova bus fleet. This program, 
now underway, involves the integration and installation of EPA-verified DPFs with its 
Series 50 Reliabilt engine re-power program. The MBTA’s mechanics, maintenance, and 
training staffs are developing an important working knowledge of DPF systems technol- 
ogy in a retrofit application. This application allows MBTA personnel to work with this 
new technology in the most difficult operating and installation environment for 
DPF/engine integration. Experience gained here will well position the MBTA to operate 
and maintain DPF systems for the dual mode vehicles. 


The future DPF-equipped dual mode vehicle’s maintenance and operation will benefit 
from the MBTA monitoring DPF durability, developing related maintenance management 
practices, and establishing the necessary support infrastructure. 


Phase 2 of the dual mode vehicle’s emissions control plan proposed the pilot deployment 
of Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology for enhanced NOx reduction. As 
described in the previous Annual Update, the MBTA seeks to utilize SCR technology on 
the last two serial production units of the dual mode vehicle, preferably with the SCRT™ 
system, which combines NOx, PM, CO, and HC control in one physical unit. 
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The MBTA had stipulated that beyond this pilot demonstration, SCR technology needs to 
meet three requirements. First, EPA verification under the testing protocols of its 
Environmental Technology Verification Program (ETVP) is required. Second, the com- 
mercial availability of the SCRT™, or a single SCR system product, has to demonstrate a 
high degree of reliability and no adverse effect on the vehicle’s overall operation. Finally, 
the SCR needs to be an approved retrofit product by the engine’s original equipment 
manufacturer (OEM). 


Several SCR-related developments have occurred since last year’s Annual Update, which 
will further support future decision making by the MBTA. The EPA, in late February 
2002, began its Technical Panel process under the ETVP to consider draft protocols for the 
verification of SCR technology, in support of its Voluntary Diesel Retrofit Program. The 
Technical Panel issued draft-testing protocols in the first week of April 2002 and met on 
April 8 to begin its stakeholder outreach process. The EPA will continue with this proc- 
ess, in the hopes of having a final SCR ETVP Testing Protocol completed by the third 
quarter of 2002. In addition to monitoring its progress and the outcomes, the MBTA will 
survey the progress of the proposed MACK/NESCAUM (Northeast States for 
Coordinated Air Use Management) SCR Pilot Program in the Northeast U.S. corridor. 
This involves 300 to 350 hp diesel engines on Class 8 trucks, which will be retrofitted with 
SCR. Data and experience generated by this program will be collected and assessed by the 
MBTA, as it becomes available, over the next 12 to 15 months. 


The MBTA will track several other mobile SCR-related projects - underway or planned - 
as well as OEM and federal research and development efforts. These efforts may involve 
strategies for advancements in SCR technology. Other possible NOx reduction technolo- 
gies may be developed to support future compliance with the 2007 EPA new engine certi- 
fication standards for NOx. 


3.5 Consistency with EPA Policies and Regulations 


Changing to the DDC Series 60 EGR engine fully complies with the policies and regula- 
tions of the EPA. Detroit Diesel Corporation has submitted their application for full certi- 
fication of the Series 60 engine product line in accordance with the new EPA emissions 
standards which took effect on October 1, 2002. DDC is confident that it will receive EPA 
certification for two reasons. First, it has been performing an extensive laboratory and in- 
service test program. Second, DDC has had success with integrating EGR technology on 
its popular and widely used Series 50 transit bus engine product. The Series 60 engine is a 
proven platform used extensively by highway and bus vehicle customers throughout the 
United States. The Series 60 EGR engine, based on the current engine design and 
enhanced with several mechanical and electronic control improvements, has demon- 
strated that it meets the October 2002 EPA standards. 
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H@ 3.6 Dual Mode Vehicle Emissions Assurance Program 


Over the long term, the MBTA will control emissions for the dual mode articulated 
through a proactive Emissions Assurance Program (EAP) involving two parts: 


1. Emissions control system maintenance; and 


2. Emissions testing using the best available technology. 


Emissions Control System Maintenance 


To maintain low emissions from the dual mode vehicles, it will be necessary to maintain 
the engine, the fuel, and the aftertreatment for proper performance. 


Engine maintenance procedures include mileage-based inspections, during which worn or 
faulty components are changed out or adjusted, and prompt response to reports of discol- 
ored smoke from the tail pipe. Normally, the emissions from the dual mode vehicle will 
be clear and invisible. In the event that the smoke should become visible, maintenance 
personnel will immediately troubleshoot and correct the problem. 


Fuel maintenance means keeping the sulfur content low. The MBTA’s contract with its 
fuel supplier provides for the sulfur content not to exceed 30 ppm and for the use of dedi- 
cated delivery trucks and storage tanks to eliminate the possibility of contaminating the 
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel. In addition, the MBTA has ordered laboratory testing in the 
past to make sure that the ultra-low sulfur fuel has the proper sulfur content, and the 
Authority also will perform these tests in the future if necessary. 


Aftertreatment maintenance is prescribed by the manufacturer. MBTA maintenance per- 
sonnel have already been trained in the maintenance procedures for the diesel particulate 
filters already retrofitted on MBTA buses and will continue to follow the manufacturer’s 
protocols for regular maintenance of this equipment. 


The new dual mode engines will have more sophisticated electronic monitoring of the 
aftertreatment devices than the current bus fleet. In addition, DDC will provide an exten- 
sive training program for the complete engine and all emissions control components for 
MBTA maintenance personnel working on dual mode buses. 


Emissions Testing 


While emissions testing for engines is well developed, precise, and repeatable, the emis- 
sions testing technology for buses is limited. Acknowledging this problem, the MBTA is 
committed to monitoring developments in this field and adopting new emissions testing 
techniques as they become available and practical. 
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Remote sensor device (RSD) testing technology is under development for heavy-duty diesel 
engines. This technology involves testing emissions with a device adjacent to but detached 
from the bus. In theory, buses could simply drive by the device to obtain an analysis of 
emissions. The MBTA views this approach as promising. A considerable effort by federal 
agencies and private sector companies is underway to refine this technology. 


Should RSD-based testing not reach acceptable levels of reliability, the MBTA may per- 
form periodic chassis dynamometer testing on the dual mode vehicles, using an entity 
such as the West Virginia University Heavy-Duty Automotive Laboratory. This type of 
testing provides reliable, repeatable results, but is expensive and typically performed on a 
sample of vehicles for a snapshot of emissions levels. Chassis dynamometer testing is not 
practical for ongoing emissions monitoring for a fleet of vehicles. 
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4.0 Revised Air Quality Analysis 


@ 4.1 Introduction 


As described in Section 3.0, there has been a change in the engine selected for the dual 
mode vehicle providing service on the Silver Line. The Detroit Diesel Corporation Series 
60 engine has been selected in part due to its air quality emissions profile which is supe- 
rior in terms of NOx emissions as compared to the previously selected Daimler Chrysler 
engine. Specifically, the Series 60 engine yields a 33 percent reduction in NOx emissions 
compared to the previous engine, and is also 37 percent lower than the current EPA 
engine emission standard. 


This section describes the impact of the new engine on air quality conditions in the region. 
The air quality analysis presented below has been prepared for the Silver Line in 2005.! 
Two types of air quality analyses for 2005 have been prepared: 


e A mesoscale analysis that addresses changes in pollutant emissions for criteria pollut- 
ants at the regional level. This analysis has been revised from the previous Annual 
Update to reflect changes in Silver Line ridership due to BRA’s new land use projec- 
tions for the Waterfront area in 2005 (see Section 2.2). 


e A localized analysis of changes in total emissions in all criteria pollutants produced by 
transit operations within the entire Silver Line project area. 


There are no changes to the microscale analysis as presented in the previous Annual 
Update. 


4.2 Mesoscale Analysis 


As discussed in Section 2.0, revised ridership forecasts for the Silver Line have been pre- 
pared to account for the BRA’s new 2005 land use projections for the Waterfront area. 
Using the regional model, changes in travel behavior and diversions of auto trips to transit 





As described in more detail in the previous Annual Update, air quality analysis has not been 
performed for 2025 given insufficient information at this time on the type of vehicle to be 
operated in the full build Silver Line. Analysis of air quality impacts requires detailed knowledge 
of the emissions characteristics of the vehicle in operation. 
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as a result of the availability of new transit services have been calculated for each phase of 
Silver Line operation. In order to assess changes in regional mobile source emissions, 
these data were used in conjunction with emission factors produced by U.S. EPA’s 
MOBILE5a_H emission factor model. The emission factor model is calibrated for 
Massachusetts-specific conditions for 2005 to incorporate current and predicted vehicle 
fleet characteristics and the implementation of various emission control programs such as 
enhanced vehicle inspection and maintenance (I/M). The results of this analysis are 
shown in Table 4.1. 


Table 4.1 Regional VMT Reduction and Air Quality Benefits 





Reduction Compared to No Build 
Silver Line Phases I and II - 2005 


Vehicle Miles of Travel 164,000 
NOx (pounds/ day) 657 
CO (pounds/ day) 3,848 
VOC (pounds/ day) 417 





As indicated in the table, diversions of trips from auto to transit, resulting in a significant 
reduction in regional vehicle miles of travel, produce substantial regional air quality bene- 
fits through reduced emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), carbon monoxide, and vola- 
tile organic compounds (VOC). Given the increased number of trips generated by new 
development projected by the BRA in the Waterfront area by 2005 and use of transit for a 
substantial share of those trips, the anticipated air quality benefits associated with Phases I 
and II of the Silver Line are greater than those shown in the previous Annual Update. 


@ 4.3 Emissions of Transit Operations 


Consistent with the analysis conducted for the previous Annual Update, an assessment of 
changes in emissions produced by transit vehicles in the study area was performed to 
account for service changes and new vehicle technologies. The analysis compares the total 
emissions produced by each vehicle mode for each phase of implementation, accounting 
for changes in Silver Line service over time. These emissions are compared to a no build 
scenario which accounts for emissions from the Route 49 bus service, the only existing 
route proposed to be changed as Silver Line service is phased in. Route 49 service has 
been eliminated with Phase I Silver Line operation. All other MBTA services are assumed 
to remain unchanged. 
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Stairs and elevators will provide egress to and from the single, Silver Line platform one 
level below the Green Line. This will allow Silver Line passengers access to and from both 
Green Line platforms above. The new Silver Line platform will consist of a central plat- 
form 220 feet in length and varying in width from 20 to 30 feet. The platform will be level 
with no longitudinal slope. The busway is located on the west side of the platform. After 
passenger pick-up and drop-off, the buses will proceed north from the platform into the 
busway tunnel turnaround. The buses are redirected southbound and return one level 
below the new Silver Line platforms and then connect with the tunnels of the Tremont 
Street or Essex Street alignments. 


5.4.3 Silver Line Station at Existing Chinatown Station 


The existing Orange Line Chinatown Station will be modified by the Silver Line. Specifi- 
cally, a new Silver Line station will be constructed below the existing Chinatown Station. 
The new Silver Line platform will provide access to the Orange Line platforms above. 
Connecting the tunnels of the Essex Street alignment to the expanded Chinatown Station 
will be a significant undertaking due to their location adjacent to buildings such as the 
Millennium Place Building, 600 Washington Street, the Liberty Building, and the existing 
Orange Line station. Chinatown Station will be altered to accommodate the new Silver 
Line platforms by providing one additional level beneath the station. 


Patrons will continue to enter Chinatown Station through the two inbound entrances and 
one outbound entrance along Washington Street that bring patrons down to one of two 
Orange Line platforms - one inbound and one outbound. Through the modification of the 
station, stairway and elevator access to the separate inbound and outbound Silver Line 
platforms one level below will be provided. Fare collection will remain in its current 
location for the inbound Orange Line platform, but will be relocated into a reconstructed 
Orange Line mezzanine area for the outbound platform. Existing stairways that provide 
secondary access from the Orange Line platforms to the street will need to be renovated 
and reopened, or new emergency egress stairways will be constructed to comply with cur- 
rent code guidelines. 


Stairs and elevators will provide egress to and from the two Silver Line platforms one 
level below the Orange Line. This will allow Silver Line passengers access to and from 
both Orange Line platforms above. The new Silver Line platform will consist of a two side 
platforms around a central busway. Each platform will be approximately 220 feet in 
length and approximately 10 to 12 feet in width. The platforms will be level with no lon- 
gitudinal slope. After passenger pick-up and drop-off, the buses will proceed east or west 
to South Station or Boylston Station, respectively. 


5.4.4 Environmental Consequences of Change in Phase III Alignment 


The MBTA anticipates very few, if any additional environmental impacts associated with 
the change and lengthening of the Silver Line Phase II alignment over those described 
and analyzed in the 1993 FEIS/FEIR prepared for the Transitway Project. In fact, the 
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MBTA anticipates a lessening of certain environmental impacts as a result of the change 
and a corresponding increase in environmental benefits, without causing any other 
increase in impacts that were not identified in the FEIS/FEIR. Table 5.1 identifies the 
potential impacts that may result from the change and lengthening of the tunnel 
alignment between South Station and New England Medical Center. As shown, nearly all 
of the environmental impacts are either equal to or in some cases less than those reviewed 
and approved in the FEIS/FEIR. 


The MBTA therefore foresees no significant impacts over those previously reviewed and 
approved via the FEIS/FEIR. The major impacts of the Silver Line Phase III project are to 
historic and parkland resources. The historic and cultural resources are impacted to the 
same magnitude and style as those identified in the FEIS/FEIR, although the specific 
resources impacted are along the Boylston/Essex alignment. The previously anticipated 
impacts to the Boston Common are significantly reduced, and the impacts to the Central 
Burial Ground are avoided. The specific impacts to other cultural and parkland resources 
as a result of the change in alignment, and the means to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the 
impacts to the resources, will be fully examined and described through future Section 106 
and Section 4(f) processes. 


The MEPA regulations found at 310 CMR 11.10(6) provide guidance as to what the 
Secretary of EOEA should consider as to whether or not a change in a project might sig- 
nificantly increase environmental consequences, and as such, whether further MEPA 
review is warranted. These considerations are: 


e Expansion of the project: Changing the alignment from Avery Street to Essex Street 
does not expand the project to any significant degree. As calculated in lane feet begin- 
ning at Kingston Street, the Avery Street alignment would have been approximately 
4,050 feet. The new alignment along Essex Street will be approximately 4,260 feet, less 
than a 10 percent exceedance over what was previously reviewed. Although the tun- 
nel along Essex Street is shorter than the tunnel along Avery Street, the Essex Street 
alignment is longer than the Avery Street alignment due to a reengineered turnaround 
loop at Boylston Station that has an increased turning radius than the previous loop. 


e Generation of further impacts: The change in alignment does not create further 
impacts. In fact, impacts to historic and parkland resources, specifically the Boston 
Common and Central Burial Ground, are reduced. 


e Change in the expected date for commencement of the project: There is no change in 
the commencement of the project. Rather, the project has already commenced, with 
construction completed for Phase] (Washington Street) and underway for Phase II 
(South Boston Waterfront). The change in alignment does not alter the anticipated 
service commencement date for any phase of the project; Phase I service was initiated 
in July 2002. 


e Change of the project site: The new alignment is not a new site. The new alignment 
is clearly within the corridor studied previously, and does not in any way alter access 
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to the project. The number of stations, and access to them, remains the same as what 
has been reviewed previously. 


e New application for a permit or new request for financial assistance or land transfer: 
The change in alignment does not require any new permit, new financial assistance, or 
any land transfer that would be subject to MEPA. 


e A change that prevents or materially delays realization of benefits: The change in 
alignment does not alter the environmental or transportation benefits of the project. 
The new alignment would not result in any changes to the customer’s access to sta- 
tions and does not materially alter the travel time or the service levels in any way. 


e Changes in the ambient environment or information concerning the ambient envi- 
ronment: The change in alignment does not involve any lapse in time, and as a result, 
there are no correlating changes in the ambient environment. 


The MBTA firmly believes that the potential impacts from the change do not result in any 
additional environmental impacts; rather the change affords a lessening of the significant 
impacts to the Boston Common and the Central Burial Ground without causing any 
increase in other impacts. The MBTA has always planned on extensive Section 106 and 
Section 4(f) processes to fully identify the impacts to resources when the project is at a suf- 
ficient level of design. These same processes will occur with the new and extended 
alignment. The mitigation that results from these two federal processes will be incorpo- 
rated into the revised Draft and Final Section 61 Findings. As a result, the MBTA believes 
that no additional MEPA review of this change in and extension of the Silver Line 
Phase III alignment is needed. 
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the South Boston Piers Transitway. That FEIS/FEIR also provided a conceptual design for 
a tunnel connection to the Washington Street Replacement Service at Boylston Station. 


The Silver Line Phase III Conceptual Design Report was used as the cost basis for a request to 
FTA to initiate preliminary engineering on the Phase III project (see Section 6.0 for more 
detail on this FTA submission). As described in Section 1.3, an Environmental Assessment/ 
Notice of Project Change will be prepared in the near future to examine the environmental 
impacts of the alignment change and the addition of the Tremont Street tunnel to the New 
England Medical Center Station. The new Tremont Street tunnel from New England 
Medical Center to Boylston Station and the new tunnel along Boylston and Essex Streets, 
with a new Chinatown Station, to South Station will comprise the proposed Silver Line 
Phase III, as shown previously in Figure 5.1. 


5.2 The Essex/Boylston Street Alignment 


The tunnel alignment for the Silver Line from South Station to Boylston Station (previ- 
ously referred to as the Transitway full build) was originally proposed along an Essex and 
Avery Street alignment designed and documented in the 1993 FEIS/FEIR for the South 
Boston Piers Transitway. This alignment is shown in dashes in Figure 5.2. In April 2000, a 
conceptual design for the Essex/Boylston Street alignment was presented in the Essex/ 
Boylston Street Alignment Conceptual Design. The design of this alignment, which is shown 
with solid lines in Figure 5.2, was used to update the cost estimate for Silver Line Phase III 
that was included in the October 2001 Phase III Conceptual Design Report. 


The Essex/Boylston Street Alignment Conceptual Design report provided a basic conceptual 
design, alignment, and profiles for the proposed tunnels and stations along the Essex 
Street alignment. The April 2000 report outlines mined tunneling as the basic method of 
construction for the tunnels and stations along this alignment. Mined tunneling for the 
Essex Street alignment was generally laid out and addressed with the exception of the 
short segment between South Street (starting below the existing Central Artery tunnel at 
Dewey Square) and the Phase II Silver Line tunnels already in place at Atlantic Avenue. 
As a result, a conceptual design for this small tunnel segment was prepared and presented 
in the October 2001 report. 


The Essex/ Boylston Street alignment is preferable to the previous Avery Street alignment, 
for the following key reasons: 


e Although underpinning of adjacent structures may be required on either alignment, 
the Essex/ Boylston Street alignment reduces impacts on private property. Specifi- 
cally, it will not need to pass directly beneath any structures; in contrast, the Avery 
Street alignment passed completely beneath both the Millennium Place Development 
and the Textile Building and through the parcel at Hayward Place. 
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By utilizing the existing historic tunnels beneath Tremont Street, certain impacts from 
construction operations will be minimized. Along the Tremont Street alignment, a tunnel 
connection will be provided under Tremont Street from Boylston Station to the Phase I 
Washington Street service at a new Silver Line New England Medical Center Station. In 
addition, new stations will be constructed beneath the existing Chinatown (Orange Line) 
and Boylston Stations (Green Line) providing direct access from the Silver Line to these 
existing MBTA transit lines. The new Silver Line station at New England Medical Center 
Station will provide the connection between the Silver Line and the Orange Line, as 
shown previously in Figure 5.2. Along the Essex Street alignment, a tunnel connection 
will be constructed between Boylston Station and South Station (this represents the full 
build section of the Transitway - and connection to Silver Line Phase II that terminates at 
South Station). 


The Silver Line Phase III tunnel design envelope will be consistent with the existing 
design prepared previously for the South Boston Piers Transitway tunnels and stations 
from South Street to Boylston Station. This envelope will incorporate a tunnel height of 
15’ 3” to 16’ 9” from running surface to crown of tunnel with a typical width of 15 feet. To 
minimize potential impacts to buildings along the Tremont Street and Essex Street align- 
ments, mined tunneling of the proposed tunnels is recommended as the preferred method 
of construction to minimize disruption of vehicle and pedestrian traffic. The New 
Austrian Tunnel Method (NATM) should be considered, where possible, based on its suc- 
cessful application in similar ground conditions. 


mM 5.4 New Silver Line Stations 


As part of Silver Line Phase III, three Silver Line stations will be constructed. Those sta- 
tions are the New England Medical Center, Boylston, and Chinatown Stations. 


5.4.1 New England Medical Center Station 


The New England Medical Center (NEMC) Station is a key design component of Phase III 
of the Silver Line. This station will provide access to the Silver Line and the Orange Line 
station below through a mezzanine connection at the south end of the existing NEMC 
Station. The station platform will be located along Tremont Street north of Oak Street and 
just west of the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) property defined by Tremont, 
Oak, and Washington Streets, and the NEMC garage (see Figure 5.3). The Chinatown 
YMCA building that currently occupies the location of the proposed Silver Line busway 
ramp to Washington Street will need to be demolished and relocated to a new, off-site 
location. The Doubletree Hotel and the Chinatown YMCA each have a lease agreement 
with the BRA and each currently operates and manages buildings on the site under these 
agreements. 
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By utilizing the existing historic tunnels beneath Tremont Street, certain impacts from 
construction operations will be minimized. Along the Tremont Street alignment, a tunnel 
connection will be provided under Tremont Street from Boylston Station to the Phase I 
Washington Street service at a new Silver Line New England Medical Center Station. In 
addition, new stations will be constructed beneath the existing Chinatown (Orange Line) 
and Boylston Stations (Green Line) providing direct access from the Silver Line to these 
existing MBTA transit lines. The new Silver Line station at New England Medical Center 
Station will provide the connection between the Silver Line and the Orange Line, as 
shown previously in Figure 5.2. Along the Essex Street alignment, a tunnel connection 
will be constructed between Boylston Station and South Station (this represents the full 
build section of the Transitway - and connection to Silver Line Phase II that terminates at 
South Station). 


The Silver Line Phase III tunnel design envelope will be consistent with the existing 
design prepared previously for the South Boston Piers Transitway tunnels and stations 
from South Street to Boylston Station. This envelope will incorporate a tunnel height of 
15’ 3” to 16’ 9” from running surface to crown of tunnel with a typical width of 15 feet. To 
minimize potential impacts to buildings along the Tremont Street and Essex Street align- 
ments, mined tunneling of the proposed tunnels is recommended as the preferred method 
of construction to minimize disruption of vehicle and pedestrian traffic. The New 
Austrian Tunnel Method (NATM) should be considered, where possible, based on its suc- 
cessful application in similar ground conditions. 


mM 5.4 New Silver Line Stations 


As part of Silver Line Phase III, three Silver Line stations will be constructed. Those sta- 
tions are the New England Medical Center, Boylston, and Chinatown Stations. 


5.4.1 New England Medical Center Station 


The New England Medical Center (NEMC) Station is a key design component of Phase III 
of the Silver Line. This station will provide access to the Silver Line and the Orange Line 
station below through a mezzanine connection at the south end of the existing NEMC 
Station. The station platform will be located along Tremont Street north of Oak Street and 
just west of the Boston Redevelopment Authority (BRA) property defined by Tremont, 
Oak, and Washington Streets, and the NEMC garage (see Figure 5.3). The Chinatown 
YMCA building that currently occupies the location of the proposed Silver Line busway 
ramp to Washington Street will need to be demolished and relocated to a new, off-site 
location. The Doubletree Hotel and the Chinatown YMCA each have a lease agreement 
with the BRA and each currently operates and manages buildings on the site under these 
agreements. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 





Environmental 


Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR New Alignment Comparison of Impacts 


Air Quality 


Cultural Resources 
(Historic Properties 
and Archaeological 
Resources) 


The FEIS/FEIR identified the ridership, 
and associated VMT and air pollution 
reductions that would result from the 
project. The air quality benefits of the 


project would be significant. 


The FEIS/FEIR identified historic and 
archeological resources in the vicinity of 


Boylston Station. These resources 


include the Piano Row historic district, 
the Tremont Street Subway tunnels, the 
Central Burial Ground, and the Boston 


Common among others. 


Impacts Anticipated From 


The new alignment would not 
result in any changes to the cus- 
tomer’s access to the station, nor 
any changes to level of service. As 
such, ridership, and therefore any 
quality benefits, would remain 
unchanged. 


The same historic districts would 
be impacted by the project. The 
new alignment would still incorpo- 
rate stairways and a headhouse on 
the Boston Common, identical to 
what was identified in the 
FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would 
have identical air quality 
benefits as those identified 
in the FEIS/FEIR. Specifi- 
cally, there would be zero 
emissions associated with 
this tunnel section, since 
the dual mode vehicle will 
operate via catenary in 
tunnel. 


The new alignment is 
expected to result in fewer 
impacts to the Boston 
Common and avoidance of 
any impacts to the Central 
Burial Ground. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 
(continued) 





Environmental 


Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR 


Cultural Resources 
(Historic Properties 
and Archaeological 
Resources 
(continued) 


The FEIS/FEIR also identified the Boston 
Common and the Central Burial Ground 
as the historic resources impacted by the 
original alignment. The Boston Common 
is the oldest public park in America and 
is listed on the National Register, as is the 
Central Burial Ground. The original 
alignment required slurry wall construc- 
tion along Tremont and Boylston Streets, 
tunneling beneath the Boston Common 
and Central Burial Ground, and the 
installation of temporary structures (such 
as dewatering wells) that would be 
removed and the Common fully restored 
after construction. Vertical circulation 
elements to provide handicapped access 
from the Green Line to the surface was 
included in a separate Green Line station 
rehabilitation and accessibility project. 
Final design and impacts to the Common 
would be further analyzed through 
Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes as 
well as review by the Massachusetts 
Historical Commission, the Boston 
Landmarks Commission, and the Boston 
Parks and Recreation Department. 


Impacts Anticipated From 
New Alignment 


Comparison of Impacts 





The new alignment would result in 
changes to Boylston Station and the 
turnaround loop such that it avoids 
the Central Burial Ground. Work 
underneath the Boston Common 
would still result, although it 
involves less encroachment to 
sensitive areas than the original 
alignment. 


The Section 4(f) process and the 
Section 106 process would more 
specifically identify impacts and 
mitigation. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 





(continued) 
Environmental Impacts Anticipated From 
Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR New Alignment Comparison of Impacts 


Cultural Resources 
(Historic Properties 
and Archaeological 
Resources 
(continued) 


Ecologically 
Sensitive Areas 


Endangered Species 


The original alignment would provide a 
turnaround loop that encroached upon 
the plan area of the Burial Ground. The 
turnaround loop would be mined. Spe- 
cific construction means and methods, 
and their associated impacts, would be 
identified in the 4(f) and Section 106 
processes. 


The FEIS/FEIR did not identify any ecol- 
ogically sensitive areas impacted by the 
project. The highly urbanized character 
of the study area severely limits the 
extent of upland vegetation, and there- 
fore limits any wildlife habitat. 


The FEIS/FEIR found that the general 
lack of vegetation reduces the area’s 
value for wildlife habitat, although typi- 
cal urban species are present. No endan- 
gered or threatened species impacts were 
identified. 


The FEIS/FEIR did not identify 
any ecologically sensitive areas 
impacted by the project. The 
highly urbanized character of the 
study area severely limits the 
extent of upland vegetation, and 
therefore limits any wildlife 
habitat. 


The new alignment places the proj- 
ect in the same urban area. The 
occurrence of any endangered spe- 
cies or threatened species in the 
area is highly unlikely. 





The new alignment would 
have the same impact — 
none - on ecologically 
sensitive areas as those 
identified in the FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would 
have the same impact on 
endangered species - 
none - as those identified 
in the FEIS/FEIR. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 
(continued) 





Environmental 


Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR New Alignment Comparison of Impacts 


Energy 


Land Use 


Noise and Vibration 


The FEIS/FEIR identified a savings of 
over 300 billion BTU annually resulting 
from the switch from automobiles to 
transit. 


The FEIS/FEIR identified a land use that 
would be significantly enhanced by 
increased transit access, particularly by 
linking a transit dependent corridor with 
a high growth economic development 
area. 


The FEIS/FEIR did not identify any long- 
term noise and/or vibration impacts 
resulting from the operation of the 
system due to the depth of the tunnel 
below grade. 


Impacts Anticipated From 


The energy requirements of the 
change of the alignment will 
change only nominally, if at all, 
over those identified in the 
FEIS/FEIR. 


The same land use enhancements 
would be realized under the new 
alignment, since access to stations 
and their general location, as well 
as service levels would remain 
unchanged. 


The new alignment would have the 
same noise and vibration impacts 
as the FEIS/FEIR alternative, since 
the project remains an under- 
ground tunnel system. 


The new alignment would 
result ina slightly greater 
energy savings than that 
identified in the FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would 
have the same impact on 
land use as identified in 
the FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would 
have the same noise and 
vibration impacts as those 
identified in the FEIS/FEIR, 
although on certain differ- 
ent properties. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 





Environmental 


Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR New Alignment Comparison of Impacts 


Parklands 


(continued) 


The FEIS/FEIR identified the Boston 
Common and the Central Burial Ground 
as the major parkland impacts associated 
with the original alignment. The Boston 
Common is the oldest public park in 
America and is listed on the National 
Register, as is the Central Burial Ground. 
The original alignment required slurry 
wall construction along Tremont and 
Boylston Streets, tunneling beneath the 
Boston Common and Central Burial 
Ground, and the installation of tempo- 
rary structures (such as dewatering wells) 
that would be removed and the Common 
fully restored after construction. Vertical 
circulation elements to provide handi- 
capped access from the Green Line to the 
surface was included in a separate Green 
Line station rehabilitation and accessibil- 
ity project. 


Impacts Anticipated From 


The new alignment is 
expected to result in fewer 
impacts to the Boston 
Common and avoidance of 
any impacts to the Central 
Burial Ground. 


The new alignment would still 
result in the stairways and head- 
house on the Boston Common, 
identical to what was identified in 
the FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would result in 
changes to Boylston Station and the 
turnaround loop such that it avoids 
the Central Burial Ground. Work 
underneath the Boston Common 
would still result, although it 
involves less encroachment to 
sensitive areas than the original 
alignment. 


The Section 4(f) process and the 
Section 106 process would more 
specifically identify impacts and 
mitigation. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 
(continued) 


i 


Comparison of Impacts 





Environmental Impacts Anticipated From 
Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR New Alignment 
Parkland Final design and impacts to the Common 

(continued) would be further analyzed through 


Soils and Hazardous 
Materials 


Section 4(f) and Section 106 processes as 
well as review by the Massachusetts 
Historical Commission, the Boston 
Landmarks Commission, and the Boston 
Parks and Recreation Department. 


The FEIS/FEIR identified the potential 
for hazardous soil and/or materials to be 
identified as a result of tunneling. All 
materials would be handled in full com- 
pliance with state and federal require- 
ments for handling and/or disposal of 
hazardous materials. 


The new alignment would likely 
uncover the same type of hazard- 
ous soils during tunnel construc- 
tion. Hazardous soils would be 
handled in the same manner as 
identified in the FEIS/FEIR. 





The new alignment would 
have the same impacts 
associated with soils and 
hazardous materials as 
those identified in the 
FEIS/FEIR. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 


(continued) 





Environmental 


Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR 


Temporary Temporary construction-related impacts 

Construction to business activities in the area adjacent 

Impacts to the project work zone would be miti- 
gated through the maintenance of 
pedestrian and vehicular access, 
provision of appropriate signage, and the 
selection of the least disruptive feasible 
construction methodology. 


Air quality impacts would be localized, 
temporary, and mitigatable. 


Noise impacts would be minimized by 
limiting construction activities to daytime 
hours. 


Visual The FEIS/FEIR did not find any signifi- 
cant visual impacts. The project is below 
ground and only limited structures, such 
as elevators and vent shafts, are visible at 
the surface level. Signage and entrances 
will be compatible with the surrounding 
areas. 


Impacts Anticipated From 


New Alignment 





The new alignment is likely to 
result in the same temporary 
impacts, both in terms of the type 
of impacts and in terms of the resi- 
dences and businesses affected. 
The temporary impacts to the 
Boston Common, however, would 
be greatly reduced since the 
amount of tunneling under the 
park is reduced. 


Identical means and measures for 
reducing and mitigating the 
impacts would be used during the 
construction of the new alignment. 


The visual impacts of the new 
alignment would be identical to 
those identified in the FEIS/FEIR. 
The changes involve all subsurface 
work. The vent shaft and elevators 
would continue to occur in the new 
alignment. 


Comparison of Impacts 


The new alignment would 
have the same temporary 
construction impacts on 
properties as those identi- 
fied in the FEIS/FEIR, 
although the temporary 
impacts on the Boston 
Common are reduced. 


The new alignment would 
have the same visual 
impacts as those identified 
in the FEIS/FEIR. 
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Table 5.1 Comparison of Environmental Impacts for the Silver Line Phase III Project 
(continued) 





Environmental 


Impact Assessment Impacts Identified in the FEIS/FEIR New Alignment Comparison of Impacts 


Wastewater 


Water Consumption 


Waterways and 


Coastal Zones 


Wetlands 





The FEIS/FEIR did not identify any sig- 
nificant wastewater impacts resulting 
from the project tunnel. All wastewater 
and stormwater from the tunnel system 
would be handled in accordance with 
state and federal discharge regulations. 


The FEIS/FEIR did not identify any 
water consumption associated with the 
tunnel component of the project. All 
water consumption resulted from the 
maintenance facility and from stations. 


The original work area did not impact 
any waterways regulated by the Army 
Corps or the Coast Guard. The project 
area is landward of the Coastal Zone 
boundary. 


The FEIS/FEIR found that the original 
alignment would not impact any state or 
federal wetland resource. 


Impacts Anticipated From 


The new alignment would have 
identical wastewater and storm- 
water issues. All waste and 
stormwater would be handled in 
the same manner as identified in 
the FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment does not alter 
the amount of water consumption. 


The new project zone is in an area 
similar to the original zone. Asa 
result, the new project area will not 
impact any waterways regulated 
by the Army Corps or the Coast 
Guard. The area is landward of the 
Coastal Zone boundary. 


The new alignment is in the same 
type of developed urban area, and 
as such, will not impact any state 
or federal wetland resource. 


The new alignment would 
have the same wastewater 
and stormwater impacts as 
those identified in the 
FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would 
have the same water con- 
sumption as identified in 
the FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would 
have the same impacts - 
none - on waterways and 
the coastal zone as those 


identified in the FEIS/FEIR. 


The new alignment would 
have the same impact - 
none — on wetland 
resources as those identi- 
fied in the FEIS/FEIR. 
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6.0 Federal Funding and Project 
Schedule 


6.1 Introduction 


The Secretary’s August 1999 certificate directed the MBTA to report on details of the fed- 
eral funding submission for the Silver Line Phase III tunnel, and the schedule of final 
design and construction to meet the Phase III completion date. This section describes that 
submission and schedule, as well as some key legislative changes and potential changes as 
a result of reauthorization of the Transportation Efficiency Act for the 21st Century 
(TEA-21) that may affect the level of federal funding available for all New Starts projects, 
including the Silver Line, in the future. 


6.2 New Starts Process and Silver Line Phase III Submittal 


Eligibility for receipt of Section 5309 funds from FTA for a proposed New Start project 
involves the preparation of a request to FTA to enter into the so-called “New Starts pipe- 
line.” The pipeline represents all transit major capital investment New Starts projects 
nationwide that have undergone a project justification screening process and are deemed 
by FTA to be worthy of advancement for consideration of Section 5309 funding. Projects 
in the pipeline are either in preliminary engineering or final design. 


The process for receiving FTA approval to enter the pipeline involves preparation and 
submittal to FTA of a request to initiate preliminary engineering and documentation of a 
broad set of criteria for project justification and local financial commitment. The request 
must also document adoption of the project into the metropolitan transportation plan 
and the programming of the preliminary engineering activity in the Transportation 
Improvement Plan (TIP). The project justification criteria include: 


e Mobility improvements, measured in terms of travel time savings, low-income house- 
holds served, and the number of jobs within a half mile of proposed transit stations; 


e Environmental benefits, measured in terms of air quality emissions and energy 
consumption; 


e Operating efficiencies, measured in terms of operating cost per passenger-mile; 
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e Cost effectiveness, measured in terms of incremental cost per new rider;! 
e Transit-supportive existing land use and future patterns; and 


e Local financial commitment, assessed in terms of the proposed share of total project 
costs to be funded by Section 5309 New Starts funds, the strength of the proposed 
capital financing plan, and the ability of the sponsoring agency to operate and main- 
tain its existing system once the New Starts project is built. 


It should be noted that the local financial commitment criterion weighs very heavily in 
FTA’s assessment and rating process for New Starts projects, both in terms of approving 
projects for entry into the New Starts pipeline, and for funding recommendations to 
Congress. Specifically, to be recommended for funding, a project must be rated at least 
“medium” for local financial commitment. Anything less, even with very high ratings for 
all other criteria, will result in a “not recommended” rating from FTA.? 


For projects approved into the pipeline, Section 5309 funding is recommended by FTA to 
Congress through a highly competitive, multi-year process that requires submittal to FTA 
of annual New Starts project justification reports and completion of all stages of project 
development, including environmental review, preliminary engineering, and final design. 
Once all of these requirements are met and FTA recommends the project for New Starts 
funding, Congress must first concur with FTA’s recommendation before a contractual 
agreement known as Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) is negotiated and executed. 
A FFGA specifies the total amount of federal funding to be allocated to the project, as well 
as an estimate of funds that will be provided each year, subject to Congressional appro- 
priation. In other words, the amount of funds provided to a transit New Starts project 
that has an executed FFGA could vary from the cash drawdown schedule contained in the 
agreement in any given year. However, projects with FFGAs receive first priority for 
appropriation of Section 5309 funds, and FTA and Congress collectively attempt to deliver 
on FFGA commitments. 


There is intense competition nationwide for limited Section 5309 New Starts funding. The 
discretionary Section 5309 grant program has proven enormously popular, with roughly 
two dozen FFGAs executed to date and another dozen expected to be in place by 2004. In 
addition, there are approximately another 50 projects currently in the New Starts pipeline, 
which does not include Phase LI of the Silver Line. The MBTA currently has an executed 
FFGA for Phase II of the Silver Line, to construct the tunnel from South Station to the 
Waterfront area. 








' A new measure of cost effectiveness has been adopted by FTA, to more fully measure transpor- 
tation system user benefits. However, the analytical tool to calculate this measure is still under 
development by FTA and is not currently available for application to all proposed transit New 
Starts projects. 


* More detail on the New Starts evaluation and rating process can be found on the FTA web site at 
http://www.fta.dot.gov/library/policy/ns/nserp.htm. 
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The MBTA submitted its request to initiate preliminary engineering for Phase III of the 
Silver Line to FTA on January 11, 2002. FTA has assessed this request and the associated 
New Starts project justifications as listed above. Approval of the MBTA’s request was 
received from FTA on July 19, 2002, permitting the Silver Line Phase III to enter the New 
Starts pipeline. 


@ 6.3 Federal New Starts Share 


As described above, FFGAs represent the contractual documents signed by FTA and each 
New Start project sponsor to establish the federal share of total costs for the project. 
Under TEA-21, the federal share for New Starts projects, like most other surface transpor- 
tation investments, has been capped at 80 percent. However, this federal share recently 
has been debated by the Administration and Congress, with the Administration arguing 
for a 50 percent federal share on New Starts projects. In fact, the conference report for the 
FY 2002 Department of Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations Act signed 
by President Bush on December 18, 2001 directs FTA not to enter into any FFGAs after 
September 2002 that have a federal share of more than 60 percent. Administration sup- 
port for an additional reduction in the New Starts funding share to 50 percent will be the 
subject of further debate as TEA-21 is reauthorized. 


Interpretation of this conference report language, which does not appear in the act itself, is 
problematic. On the one hand, since the Appropriations Act does not contain the lan- 
guage directing FTA not to sign any FFGAs with federal share in excess of 60 percent, the 
statutory federal/local match ratio remains 80/20. At the same time, Congressional intent 
is clear that the federal New Starts share should be reduced, and FTA is unlikely to ignore 
that intent. A further complication is the fact that the conference report language specifies 
a date beyond the FY 2002 appropriations period, which expires on September 30, 2002. 
In other words, the conference report is directing a change for FY 2003. 


Anticipating this intended reduction in the allowable federal share for New Starts projects, 
the MBTA’s financial plan for Phase III of the Silver Line has assumed a 60 percent federal 
New Starts share. With a total estimated cost of $951.9 million in year of expenditure 
dollars,’ the requested New Starts share is $571.1 million. The source of the local share of 
the project, totaling $380.8 million, will be provided through bond proceeds. 


It is acknowledged that a 60 percent federal share for Phase III is lower than what was 
previously assumed in the Boston metropolitan region’s long-range plan. However, a 
financial plan has been developed by the MBTA and submitted to FTA that indicates the 
feasibility of this lower funding share, which is now a federal intent for New Starts 





* These total costs incorporate highly conservative assumptions, including, per FTA guidance on 
projects at the level of design of the Silver Line Phase II], a 50 percent contingency on total con- 
struction costs. 
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projects. This lower federal funding share provides the Silver Line Phase III project with a 
competitive advantage compared to projects either currently in or seeking to enter the 
New Starts pipeline. For example, as reported in FTA’s FY 2003 New Starts Report to 
Congress, of the 31 non-exempt projects in the New Starts pipeline for FY 2003 that are 
currently in the preliminary engineering phase (as the Silver Line Phase III will be upon 
FTA approval), 10 of those projects or roughly one-third contain New Starts funding share 
assumptions in excess of 60 percent. These projects will need to make significant revisions 
to their financial plans and verify financial feasibility at the lower New Starts share; the 
Silver Line Phase III project has already accounted for this lower share. 


The intended change in the federal New Starts share combined with anticipated 
reauthorization debates over the level of funding provided to the New Starts program 
highlight the continued need to build strong support for the Silver Line Phase III project. 
This support is critical to developing a nationally competitive project and to help secure 
future New Starts funding in the future. 


@ 6.4 Schedule 


As described in more detail in Section 5.0, conceptual engineering has been completed on 
a realignment for Silver Line Phase III as well as an extension of the tunnel to provide an 
operational connection with Washington Street service at New England Medical Center. 
Preliminary engineering on this section of the Silver Line will commence following 
approval by FTA for Phase III to enter the New Starts pipeline. This approval, which has 
now been received, was needed prior to initiation of preliminary engineering to maintain 
the project’s eligibility for receipt of New Starts funding, through a FFGA with FTA, in the 
future. 


With FTA approval to initiate preliminary engineering, the MBTA is now able to solicit for 
consultant services to undertake additional engineering, as well as an assessment of the 
environmental impacts of the realignment and extension of the Phase III tunnel to New 
England Medical Center; these impacts are anticipated to be insignificant, as described in 
Section 5.4.4. The results of this engineering (preliminary engineering and final design) 
and analysis will be documented in an EA estimated to be expected to be completed in 
2004, with construction of the project begun in 2005. A six-year construction schedule is 
anticipated, with opening of revenue service on Phase III of the Silver Line in 2010. 
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7.0 Response to Comments 


7.1 Introduction 


This section provides responses to comments received on the following three documents: 
e South Boston Piers Area Transitway Peer Review Final Report, February 2001. 


e Annual Update Pursuant to Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 30, Section 61, Inrpact on 
the Natural Environment, South Boston Piers Transitway (EOEA No. 6826) and 
Washington Street/Silver Line Transit Service and Roadway Improvements (EOEA 
No. 11707), MBTA, April 2001. 


e Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project Change, Silver Line Maintenance Facility on 
Southampton Street, MBTA, April 2001. 


The section is organized according to document, in the order listed above. Each letter 
received on the documents is printed first, followed by the excerpted comments and 
responses. Comment letters and responses are presented alphabetically, with the 
exception of certificates or letters from the Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
which are presented first. Excerpted comments are annotated on the letters, using the 
following numbering convention: 

e Comments on the Peer Review Final Report are numbered using the prefix “PR.” 


e Comments on the maintenance facility NPC/EA are numbered using the prefix “NPC.” 


e¢ Comments on the April 2001 Annual Update are numbered using the prefix “AU.” 


7.2 Comment Letters 


Following is a list of comment letters received on the three documents and responded to 
in this section. 


To Ce ge SV OR RGR eS ie aS eae ts Aree see | 
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Peer Review Final Report 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
March 21, 2001 


Artery Business Committee 
March 1, 2001 


Conservation Law Foundation 
March 2, 2001 


Conservation Law Foundation and South Boston Environmental Health Watch 
February 22, 2001 


Massachusetts Port Authority 
March 2, 2001 


Massachusetts Sierra Club 
March 2, 2001 


Francis “Mickey” Roache, Boston City Councillor At-Large 
February 28, 2001 


Karen Wepsic 
February 28, 2001 


Maintenance Facility NPC/EA 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Executive Office of Environmental Affairs 
May 25, 2001 


Albany LLC 
May 15, 2001 


Boston Redevelopment Authority 
May 21, 2001 


Boston Transportation Department 
May 15, 2001 


Boston Water and Sewer Commission 
May 15, 2001 


City of Boston, The Environment Department 
May 18, 2001 
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City of Boston, Office of the Mayor, Thomas M. Menino 
May 16, 2001 


Clean Buses for Boston/ Federation for Public Transit 
May 15, 2001 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection 
May 15, 2001 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Division of Marine Fisheries 
May 15, 2001 


Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative 
May 8, 2001 


Lloyd Fillion 
April 24, 2001 


Lloyd Fillion 
May 14, 2001 


GPC/O’Neill and Associates 
May 15, 2001 


Greater Boston Food Bank 
May 15, 2001 


Massachusetts Sierra Club 
April 27, 2001 


Massachusetts Sierra Club 
May 12, 2001 


Newmarket Business Association 
May 6, 2001 


Samuels & Associates 
May 15, 2001 


Slade Gorton & Co., Inc. 
May 15, 2001 


Solutek 
May 10, 2001 


South Boston Seaport TMA 
May 15, 2001 


Pe sc F eto etree PIS SCS er =. SOE Benin ea Hal areas oa an Ran ETE | 
2d Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


Waldo Brothers 
May 15, 2001 


Karen Wepsic 
May 15, 2001 


April 2001 Annual Update 


Artery Business Committee 
May 21, 2001 


City of Boston, The Environment Department 
May 15, 2001 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Protection 
May 15, 2001 


Commonwealth of Massachusetts, Division of Marine Fisheries 
May 15, 2001 


Massachusetts Sierra Club 
May 21, 2001 


South Boston Environmental Health Watch 
May 21, 2001 


South Boston Environmental Health Watch and Washington Street Corridor 
Coalition 


May 24, 2001 


Karen Wepsic 
May 15, 2001 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 


Executive Office of Environmental 
Affairs 


Comment PR1: I am concerned ... about the excess NOx emissions that will be 
produced by these vehicles in the first year of operations. To 
address this concern, I expect the MBTA will provide emissions 
offsets in the South Boston area. I encourage the MBTA to explore 
opportunities such as the reduction of emissions from the shuttles 
providing MBTA water transportation services in South Boston, or 
from local school buses or from commuter rail trains operating out 
of South Station. 


Response: The MBTA has developed extensive programs to reduce the 
emissions of its buses, and is now investigating ways to reduce the 
emissions of its locomotives. Given that the Silver Line is a SIP 
commitment found at 310 CMR 7.36, a Central Artery commitment, 
as well as a commitment of the ACO between The Department of 
Environmental Protection (DEP) and the Executive Office of 
Environmental Affairs (EOEA), we do not believe it is reasonable to 
expect further mitigation for the very small NOx emissions 
resulting from this project as documented in Section 4.0. It is not 
appropriate for the MBTA to mitigate for its mitigation. 


Comment PR2: I expect a firm commitment to a project will be provided in the 
MBTA’s revised Section 61 Finding for this project and will be 
described in the 2002 Annual Update. 


Response: The MBTA will be developing a revised Section 61 finding for the 
entire Silver Line project. The Section 61 Finding will include 
commitments to all of the mitigation which is part of this project. 
As described in Section 1.3, the MBTA will develop the Section 61 
Finding after the completion of any environmental review of 
Phase III of the Silver Line, so that any mitigation needs associated 
with the entire project can be incorporated into the final agreement. 


Comment PR3: The Panel also made a number of recommendations regarding 
vehicle maintenance and Silver Line operations. I expect the MBTA 
will incorporate these recommendations into its Annual Report and 
revise its Section 61 findings accordingly. 


7-5 


Response: 


2nd Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


The MBTA has developed a vehicle maintenance plan which will be 
fully expanded when the vehicles arrive on the property. This 
vehicle maintenance plan is described in Section 3.0 and will be 
incorporated into the project’s final Section 61 Finding. 
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Artery Business Committee 


Comment PR4: The ABC supports the panel’s recommendations to contractually 
ensure vehicle reliability and to create a specific maintenance and 
testing program for these vehicles. It is in everyone’s best interest 
that these vehicles be as environmental sound as possible and that 
they continue to be made cleaner as further pollutant reduction 
systems become available. 


Response: All manufacturers providing equipment, systems, and consumables 
related to emissions control associated with the dual mode vehicle 
are by contract and industry practice joined into a partnership, 
directly and indirectly, with the MBTA. This partnership is based 
on warranty provisions (mechanical and emissions) and related 
service as well as required technical support derived from 
contractual commitments and driven by market conditions. 
Further, this partnership includes engine, after treatment, and fuel 
vendors as well as the vehicle manufacturer. The MBTA’s proposed 
Emissions Assurance Program (EAP), presented in Section 3.6, 
incorporates these relationships and their regulatory, contractual, 
and risk management origins and implications. The model for this 
support has been developed by the MBTA through its recent series 
of implementation initiatives associated with the Series 50 Reliabilt 
Engine Program, fleet-wide deployment of Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 
(ULSD) fuel, and installation of Diesel Particulate Filters (DPF). 
Experience accumulated through these initiatives will serve as an 
important basis for future decision-making by the MBTA with 
respect to dual mode vehicle emissions control-related products and 
services. The EAP is designed to provide a series of safeguards and, 
ultimately, an operating fail-safe mechanism to ensure the lowest 
possible level of emissions allowable by the selected technologies 
for the dual mode vehicle Emissions Control Plan 


Future Annual Updates will include product profile information 
related to selected monitoring/testing technologies. Currently 
identified onboard diagnostic systems for the vehicle are discussed 
in Section 3.6. 


Comment PR5: The ABC is pleased to see that the Review Panel understands and 
supports the role that the community has in ensuring the Silver line 
and other demand management measures meet the long-term 
transit capacity and demand for the area. 


Response: Comment noted. 
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Comment PR6: It is the belief of the ABC that the lack of a grade separation at D 
Street has the potential to make the proposed headways and 
capacity an impossibility, and will negatively impact travel time for 
riders. ... The ABC encourages the MBTA and Massport to take the 
steps necessary to accomplish the short-term goal of opening the 
line on time and with needed capacity for 2003, with the option for 
opening the tunnel under D Street as needed in the future. 


Response: The MBTA, jointly with Massport and the ABC, have studied the 
need for a grade separation at D Street. The study, completed by 
Massport, demonstrates that the capacity of the Silver Line Phase II 
is not measurably enhanced by a grade separation. Further, grade 
separation would cause delay to the schedules of both the Silver 
Line Phase II and CA/T projects, as well as an increase in project 
costs. 


Despite the finding of the Massport study, the MBTA has begun to 
address construction issues now that leave open the possibility of a 
grade separation in the future. These include issues that can also 
expedite a future grade separation, such as the strategic relocation 
of utilities. 


Comment PR7: [T]he ABC has come concerns regarding the stated 45-second 
headways and the lack of a clear operation plan that makes those 
headways feasible. We encourage the MBTA to work with 
Massport and others to create a realistic and current service and 
operations plan for the transitway. 


Response: As described in Section 1.4, a South Boston Waterfront Transit 
Advisory Committee has been convened to provide input to, among 
other matters, the initial service plan for the Silver Line. Both the 
ABC and Massport are participants on that committee. A 
preliminary operating plan for discussion is provided in Section 2.0. 
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Conservation Law Foundation 


Comment PR8: [W]e remain convinced that the “baseline” outcome of the Panel 
Report should be immediate adoption of the Panel’s mild and 
reasonable recommendations regarding slight changes in the 
Neoplan buses and the contract governing their procurement and 
maintenance. 


Response: The MBTA has developed a multilateral Emissions Assurance 
Program (EAP) for the Neoplan dual mode vehicle, as discussed 
above in the response to Comment PR4 and presented in 
Section 3.6. The EAP reflects a pragmatic and feasible combination 
of the Peer Review Panel’s recommendations as they relate to 
emission control. 


Comment PR9: There is an urgent and immediate need for an open and public 
dialogue about the maintenance and monitoring of emissions from 
the Neoplan buses and related issues like extension of catenary. 


Response: The maintenance and monitoring of emissions will be discussed 
openly and publicly. See the response to Comment PR4. In 
addition, Section 3.0 of this Annual Update provides more details 
on the monitoring of emissions. Future Annual Updates will 
provide additional information. 


Comment PR10: There is also a pressing need to commence the longer-range 
planning process around the completion of the “Silver Line.” The 
MBTA, EOEA and other interested parties should convene a process 
that will bring to the table the neighborhood residents, business 
interests, downtown property owners, real estate developers, 
environmental advocates and many others who have a stake in the 
nature, mode, timing and design of this transit project. 


Response: The MBTA has established the South Boston Waterfront Transit 
Advisory Committee (GBWTAC) for the Silver Line. This group, 
whose mission and agenda are described in Section 1.4, first met in 
December 2001 and now meet monthly. While the SBWTAC has 
initially focused on the South Boston phase of the Silver Line, the 
group will be expanded in the future to encompass Silver Line 
Phase III activities, such as project planning, vehicle type, possible 
conversion to rail, etc. 
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Comment PR11: The Panel concluded that the initial purchase of the first set of 
Neoplan buses by the MBTA was a “reasonable choice.” They did 
not, however, conclude that any more of these buses (or an altered 
and presumably more advanced version) will be the right vehicle to 
purchase beyond this point. The Panel quite firmly left the door 
open to a retrofit of the Transitway to rail, while “bookmarking” the 
important questions of how such a retrofitted rail system could 
provide service to Logan Airport. 


Response: The MBTA has repeatedly stated that the full analysis of Phase III of 
the Silver Line will examine the feasibility, cost, and benefits of 
converting the Silver Line to a rail system. 


Comment PR12: The Panel made some important observations about the need for 
better air quality monitoring data for the entire “Silver Line 
corridor” - this observation should be fully embraced and the 
recommendation that such monitoring be put in place should be 
implemented. Such monitoring could well be undertaken as a joint 
effort by the transportation and environmental agencies of the 
Commonwealth in coordination with the City of Boston and, 
perhaps, the EPA. There may also be a significant opportunity to 
bring one of the major academic institutions into such an effort. 


Response: The MBTA has developed and presents a multilateral Emissions 
Assurance Program (EAP) for the Neoplan dual mode vehicle. This 
program’s framework, which is described in the response to 
Comment PR4 and presented in Section 3.6, reflects a pragmatic and 
feasible combination of the Peer Review Panel’s recommendations 
as they relate to emission control. With respect to community- 
based air quality monitoring, the MBTA will investigate existing 
programs and related assets dedicated to this purpose. 


Comment PR13: The Panel also expressed strong concerns about the need for grade 
separation at D Street - as the current Transitway plans require 
every vehicle entering or leaving the tunnel to cross the traffic 
traversing the busy road at a traffic light, a crossing that could 
undermine the entire operational plan for the Transitway. 
Addressing that issue should be front and center in the coming 


months. 
Response: See the response to Comment PR6. 
Comment PR14: The Panel made note of a number of disturbing disjunctions 


between the plans and intentions of Massport regarding the 
Transitway and the operation of the Neoplan buses and those of the 
MBTA. The routing of these vehicles at Logan Airport was 
highlighted by the Panel as an area that requires immediate 
attention. The Panel also raised serious concerns about whether a 
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sufficient number of vehicles were being allocated to the Logan 
service and whether all vehicles should have a the [sic] “perimeter 
seating” scheme that works best on vehicles serving the Airport. All 
of these concerns should be addressed as soon as possible. 


Response: The MBTA and Massport are in regular contact and working to 
develop air side service and operating plans which maximize transit 
service, flexibility, and reliability. This service plan will be 
developed with input from the South Boston Waterfront Transit 
Advisory Committee and presented in future Annual Updates. 


Comment PR15: The nature of Massport’s support for effective implementation of 
this project was called into question during the same time period 
that the Panel was meeting and preparing its report when Massport 
stated that it did not intend to place “signal priority” equipment in 
the streets of “Commonwealth Flats”- the very area where the 
Transitway empties out on to city streets. This statement, in 
Massport’’ Final Environmental Impact Report for Commonwealth 
Flats, raises serious concerns about whether the buses will be able to 
maintain their intended schedules. The Panel Report (at page 
56) notes that such signal prioritization is one of the “[t]hree 
additional elements needed to ensure an effective operation...” 


Response: Signal prioritization is a major tool for maximizing transit 
reliability. The MBTA has met with Massport, the CA/T project, 
and BTD to determine what level and extent of signal prioritization 
can be provided, particularly at D Street. There has been a 
commitment on the part of all groups to provide signal 
prioritization for transit buses to the greatest extent possible. 


Comment PR16: In the interest of effective Transitway operations and (as noted by the 
Panel Report) to give life to the Central Artery ACO between EOEA 
and EOTC there needs to be an immediate effort to plan and build 
signal prioritization on all aspects of the “Silver Line” corridor. 


Response: See the response to Comment PR15. 


Comment PR17: The MBTA has noted that only two of the Transitway vehicles with 
full emissions controls [will be] in place. The rest will be retrofitted 
with NOx reducing “SCR” technology later. Besides making an iron 
clad guarantee that this retrofitting will take place, the MBTA 
should take steps to offset this increased pollution, perhaps by 
beginning the process of addressing the tremendous and practically 
uncontrolled emissions from commuter rail locomotives and 
commuter ferries. The opportunities for significantly reducing 
pollution from these sources through the application of off-the-shelf 
technology is tremendous. 
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Response: To date and for the foreseeable future (12 to 18 months), the SCRT™ 
system is not commercially available, as it is still in the pilot 
demonstration phase of its commercial development in the U.S. 
Furthermore, the SCRT™ has not been submitted for EPA 


verification under its Environmental Technology Verification 
Program (ETVP). 


Currently, the EPA is developing product-testing protocols for 
Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology for mobile heavy- 
duty engine retrofit application. EPA verification is crucial to risk 
management and regulatory compliance issues associated with 
retrofit applications of diesel emissions control technologies. At this 
point, the inherent risk associated with both the SCRT™ system and 
SCR single unit products does not support prudent and sound 
decision-making for full deployment of such technology in the dual 
mode vehicle fleet. The subject of SCR technology and _ its 
application to the dual mode vehicle is fully covered in Section 3.0 
of the Annual Update. This includes the baseline parameters for 
SCR deployment promulgated by the MBTA as well as a status of 
mobile SCR projects throughout the U.S. 


Comment PR18: Fundamental values of democracy, environmental protection and 
social justice, as well as the realpolitik needed to build political 
support demand that ... [public] processes ... are broad-based - 
drawing on the many stakeholders from many communities, given 
adequate support and are truly open and public. These processes, 
the shorter-term examination of emissions monitoring and catenary 
extension and the longer-term process addressing the larger “Silver 
Line” should not wait. They should be called into existence now and 
fully empowered to address the critical questions which need to be 
answered about the shape, mode and nature of this transit project. 


Response: The MBTA has established the South Boston Waterfront Transit 
Advisory Committee (GBWTAC), described in Section1.4. The 
SBWTAC will be addressing all of the relevant and important 
matters on the Silver Line. 


The SBWTAC is expected to support both near-term and longer- 
term issues associated with Silver Line implementation. The 
priority at this time are the near-term issues, particularly an 
operating plan for the Silver Line in South Boston. Longer-term 
issues will be addressed by an expanded SBWTAC at a later date. 
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Conservation Law Foundation and 
South Boston Environmental 


Health Watch 


Comment PR19: Certain recommendations of the Panel require immediate action. 
These recommendations regarding the physical design and 
emissions hardware of the Transitway vehicles, most notably the 
inclusion of a “back pressure monitoring system” and sensors to 
detect a low level urea tank and “dosing unit problems,” should be 
fully adopted by the MBTA and incorporated into the design of the 
Transitway vehicles. Similarly, the MBTA should make the 
recommended commitment to retrofit all the Neoplan buses with 
SCR no later than the end of 2004 and make the recommended 
changes to its contract with Neoplan regarding maintenance in 
general and “ammonia slip” in particular. We make particular 
reference to the recommendations on pages 60-62 of the report with 
regard to these immediate adjustments to the procurement. 


Response: Section 3.0 of the Annual Update defines the extent of electronic 
control management (ECM) systems to be integrated with the 
engine, diesel particulate filter, and pilot selective catalytic 
reduction technologies in the dual mode vehicle. 


ECM is inherent to the triad of technology (i.e., engine, 
aftertreatment, and fuel) and embedded in each of the applicable 
emissions control components of the dual mode vehicle. These 
components are integrated as an overall operating system designed 
to assure the lowest possible emissions derived from selected 
control technologies. It is the ECM strategy that provides the 
vehicle’s operating systems (i.e., emissions control-critical) with a 
complete command, control, communications, and information 
platform. 


See the response to Comment PR16 for a discussion of SCR 
technology and its application to the dual mode vehicle. 


Comment PR20: We strongly support the recommendation of the panel that a strict 
and ongoing program of monitoring, inspection and maintenance of 
the emissions control technology on the Neoplan buses be 
developed and implemented. It is important that the maintenance 
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plan of the MBTA, at a minimum, provide all the service 
recommended by the manufacturer. We also recommend that 
distance traveled, not just time periods, be used to schedule 


maintenance. 
Response: See the response to Comment PR4. 
Comment PR21: We also support the panel’s recommendation that there be further 


study and dialogue regarding further extension of catenary outside 
the Transitway tunnel. We believe the best way to move these 
conversations forward, as well as planning of additional routes 
stretching into the South Boston residential neighborhood (whether 
on catenary or not), would be to initiate a consultative process 
bringing together the MBTA, representatives of the Health Watch 
and other community organizations as well as other representatives 
of neighborhood and city-wide interests. 


Response: The MBTA has committed that, as part of the South Boston 
Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee, future expansion of the 
catenary will be examined, either on the planned routes or on other 
South Boston neighborhood routes. This planning will be done 
with full involvement of the South Boston neighborhood, which 
thus far, has expressed ambivalent views on the issue of catenary on 
neighborhood streets. 


Comment PR22: The panel report does not attempt to answer any of the questions 
regarding what vehicles or technology should be procured for use 
on the Transitway (or anywhere else on the “Silver Line”) beyond 
the initial purchase of Neoplan buses. Indeed, the panel specifically 
cautions against an assumption that five years from now that these 
same buses will be the appropriate choice. 


What is needed is the immediate initiation of a broad public process 
to address the question of the shape, nature and mode of the final 
implementation of the “Silver Line.” This process should bring 
together the communities in the Washington Street Corridor (most 
notably Roxbury and the South End), South Boston, Chinatown and 
Dorchester. By bringing together a broad swath of real estate 
developers, community leaders and activists and the many interests 
with stakes, offices and homes in these communities a true 
consensus vision can be forged and a political coalition created to 
support the implementation of that vision. 


Such process would have to recognize technological realities. For 
example, any vision for a rail-based “Silver Line” that involved 
integration into the existing Green Line would probably require 
technological improvements to the Green Line itself to expand 
capacity. But it should also recognize the possibilities that 
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technology might provide solutions, like the possibility that a 
retrofitted converted Transitway tunnel might carry both trolleys 
(traveling perhaps from Dudley Station) as well as buses bound for 
the Ted Williams Tunnel. The “busway” tunnel in Pittsburgh that is 
traversed by both trains and buses is a possible model here. 


See the response to Comment PR10. 
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Massachusetts Port Authority 


Comment PR23: 


Response: 


Comment PR24: 


Response: 


Comment PR25: 


Response: 


[T]he [Peer Review] study scope expanded significantly beyond that 
discussed at the MEPA public review meeting. In particular, the 
study recalculated the demand for Massport’s Airport Intermodal 
Transit Connector (AITC) service from South Station to Logan 
Airport without input from Massport. The Authority had earlier 
studied AITC demand ... [and] have a high degree of confidence in 
our ridership estimates. 


Massport’s estimate of South Station to Logan 2010 peak hour, peak 
direction demand is one-quarter to one-third of that in the Peer 
Review’s estimate. 


Comment noted. 


[Grade separation of the D Street intersection] would be very 
expensive, and may or may not be justified. At the South Boston 
Transportation Summit convened [in fall 2000], various participants 
raised a concern that the at-grade crossing of the Silver Line at D 
Street would limit system capacity. Within the next month 
Massport will start an analysis of Silver Line capacity and the 
probable effect of grade separation on capacity. ... [W]e comment 
that the peer review report concludes prematurely, and without 
consideration of the full range of factors, that the grade separation is 
recommended. 


See the response to Comment PR6. 


[T]he report states that “... major issues remain to be satisfactorily 
resolved. These issues include single loop versus double loop 
through the airport terminals...” 


The height of the dual mode buses precludes a double loop route 
through the airport. For the existing roadway configuration at 
Logan Airport, the double loop route increases travel times that 
result in increased operating costs, and results in passengers who 
are confused by the separate drop off and pick up loops. 


Comment noted. 
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Comment PR26: [T]he report states: “The new AITC service may draw from some of 
the existing non-subway services, such as the Braintree Logan 
Express.” 


We do not believe that the AITC service will compete with the 
Braintree Logan Express because they have very different operating 
characteristics and fares: the AITC is a transit service while the 
Logan Express is a premium line-haul express motorcoach service. 


Response: Comment noted. 
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Massachusetts Sierra Club 


Comment PR27: It was the Club’s hope that the Commonwealth, through its 
agencies and authorities, would utilize this peer review process to 
actively implement a vehicle selection process that erred on the side 
of caution when it came to the potential negative public health 
impacts of incremental diesel emissions on both the general 
population, as well as the residential populations of South Boston, 
East Boston, and Roxbury. 


Unfortunately, this hasn’t happened. With all due respects to the 
Peer Review Panel, it doesn’t appear that the fundamental issue of 
public health was adequately addressed. More credence appears to 
have been given to the relatively minor aesthetic impacts of the 
small amount of catenary necessary to implement trolley bus 
services. 


Response: The MBTA believes that the Peer Review Panel worked diligently to 
understand and balance complicated and competing interests. The 
work done by the Peer Review has been very helpful to the MBTA, 
and the Authority thanks the members of the Peer Review for its 
effort. 


Comment PR28: The assertion that a change in vehicle technology, from dual mode 
to trolley bus, would significantly delay the implementation of the 
MBTA’s Transitway service, as distinct from Massport’s AITC 
service, remains questionable. 


Since Neoplan would still be the manufacturer, and the dual mode 
vehicles have yet to be ordered, what would cause such a significant 
delay, especially since both types of vehicles would be based on the 
same basic body design? 


Response: The MBTA has not asserted that the change to trolley bus would 
delay the implementation of service. Instead, the MBTA has said it 
has not yet reached any community consensus on where, if 
anywhere, catenary should be strung so that the vehicle can operate 
in the electric mode. This community process will occur through 
the South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee. 


The MBTA has selected the dual mode vehicle based on its 
flexibility, high capacity, and compatibility with the physicality of 
the three service routes it will accommodate during Silver Line 
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Phase II operation. The MBTA has ordered the dual mode vehicle 
fleet needed to provide Phase II service and accordingly, issued a 
Notice to Proceed and executed a contract with Neoplan USA. 


Although they appear to be similar in aesthetic design, the electric 
trolley bus and the dual mode vehicle are very different in 
propulsion, capacity, length, and application. The sequencing of 
vehicle manufacturing is designed to avoid delays in opening the 
Phase II service. 


Comment PR29: The issue of the potential extension of catenary into existing South 
Boston residential neighborhoods, such as City Point, needn’t be 
addressed at this time. 


The extension of existing South Boston neighborhood surface bus 
routes ... into the proposed Phase I Transitway would seem to offer 
little or nothing to existing or potential riders. It also may, given the 
limited layover space at South Station, negatively impact proposed 
Transitway Services. 


Far more benefits would accrue in the short term for South Boston 
residents by the replacement of the existing surface bus fleet serving 
South Boston residential neighborhoods by new, low emission, 40- 
foot buses and the implementation of a free bus to rail transit policy. 


Response: See the response to Comment PR21. 


Comment PR30: If trolley bus services should be “considered in the future” for both 
the surface routes to BCEC and CMIP, then we see no reason why 
they can’t be implemented immediately. 


The short extension of catenary necessary to implement such 
services is presented as a vastly complex endeavor, full of unknown 
and potentially insurmountable obstacles. 


The issue of “consensus” is continually raised. Given the 
cumulative air quality impacts resulting from the introduction of a 
major diesel bus operation in an area already experiencing a public 
health crises [sic], the necessity of having to achieve a complete 
consensus over such a minor item such as the small amount of 
catenary necessary to implement trolley bus operation seems totally 
unnecessary. Trolley bus operation into both the BCEC and BMIP 
should presented as a given, along with a clear presentation of 
different design treatments and guidelines to minimize the visual 
impacts of overhead wire installation. 


Response: See the response to Comment PR21. 
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Comment PR31: All Transitway vehicles should be operated in electric, not diesel 
mode, when deadheading to the maintenance/storage facility. ... 
This would require extension of catenary along the Haul Road. 
Again, this is warranted given the positive public health impacts 
accruing from such a requirement. 


Response: Operating the Silver Line vehicle in electric mode as it makes its 
way to the Southampton Street Maintenance Facility is not a viable 
option since this would require running catenary along the Haul 


Road. This catenary could interfere with truck operations along the 
Haul Road. 


The Annual Update explains certain enhancements to the dual 
mode vehicle Emissions Control Plan, including the selection of a 
cleaner diesel engine than the one presented in the previous update. 
This new engine will have a 33 percent lower NOx profile, which 
significantly reduces the emissions differential between the NOx 
profile of a catenary powered vehicle and its upstream power 
supply (ie., electric utility power generation station). This 
continues to greatly reduce public health impacts by leveraging the 
enhanced capabilities of diesel emissions control technologies. 


Comment PR32: Given the significant negative air quality impacts arising from the 
operation of such a large diesel bus operation, the Peer Review 
Panel didn’t make a clear or compelling case for not operating 
trolley buses on Massport’s AITC services. ... [T]he Peer Review 
Panel appears to accept, without sufficient analysis, the necessity of 
operating both AITC and Transitway services with the same vehicle; 
and the necessity of both services having to commence operations 
concurrently. Absent these constraints, a more thorough alternatives 
analysis could have been conducted. 


Response: As documented in Section 4.0 of the Annual Update, air quality 
analyses demonstrate significant reductions in all categories of 
pollutants as a result of Silver Line implementation and a reduction 
in auto trips which are diverted to transit. Trackless trolleys were 
thoroughly investigated as an alternative transit mode in the 
project’s environmental review process; dual mode vehicles were 
ultimately selected given the operational flexibility they offered in 
serving the developing Waterfront area. Furthermore, installation 
of catenary needed to support operation of trackless trolleys in the 
Third Harbor Tunnel and along the roadway of Logan International 
Airport is not operationally or technically feasible. 


Comment PR33: A proven zero emissions vehicle exists for the South Boston Piers 
Transitway Project- the electric trolley bus. Nothing has been 
introduced into this discussion that justifies the substitution of dual 
mode technology for an all electric vehicle technology. 
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The Club supports the continuing evaluation of emerging 
alternative fuel technologies for transit use, but the Transitway is 
the wrong arena in which to try and prove the success of such 
technology. 


We therefore call upon the Commonwealth, and its agencies and 
authorities, to err on the side of caution, especially in the light of 
every increasing concerns over the health impacts of very small 
particulate material on urban populations, and reconsider its choice 
of vehicle for the South Boston Piers Transitway Project, Phase I. 


Response: Operation of trackless trolleys in Phase ll of the Silver Line 
(formerly referred to as Transitway PhaselI) was thoroughly 
investigated during the project’s environmental review process. 
Dual mode vehicles were ultimately selected in order to facilitate 
needed operational flexibility in the developing Waterfront area. 
Furthermore, installation of catenary needed to support operation 
of trackless trolleys in the Third Harbor Tunnel and along the 
roadway of Logan International Airport is not operationally or 
technically feasible. As documented in Section 4.0, the air quality 
analysis demonstrates significant reductions in all categories of 
pollutants as a result of Silver Line operation and the diversion of 
auto trips to transit. 
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Francis “Mickey” Roache 
Boston City Councillor At-Large 


Comment PR34: 


Response: 


Comment PR35: 


Response: 


Comment PR36: 


Response: 


The MBTA must continue to work with the community in 
determining how the transitway can best benefit the residents of the 
South Boston neighborhood. While the planned transitway is 
intended to maximize access to the waterfront, it is of the utmost 
importance that its route network extends throughout the existing 
neighborhood, in order to ensure that local residents enjoy the 
benefits of the newly developed area. Also, it is important that as 
the MBTA looks forward to the second phase of the plan, you 
continue to explore what options may become available in terms of 
less harmful alternatives to the Neoplan’s diesel component. This is 
particularly important due to the fact that the route will eventually 
consist of the already heavily impacted Dudley Square and 
Washington Street Corridor. 


See the response to Comment PR21. 


In addition, since the first phase vehicle will have the 
aforementioned diesel component, although considered “light” 
diesel, the community would hope to see, if possible, a mechanism 
in place for continued monitoring of emissions levels impacting the 
neighborhood. 


See the response to Comment PR4. 


Finally, with our eyes on the future health of the neighborhood, it is 
critical that we continue to pursue the eventual elimination of 
vehicle maintenance and storage from the First Street area of South 
Boston. 


Since the time of the 2001 Annual Update, the MBTA filed a Notice 
of Project Change in which it proposed moving the Maintenance 
Facility from East First Street to Southampton Street, an industrial 
area far more suited to this type of facility. The NPC was approved 
by MEPA in a certificate dated May 25, 2001, and is now under 
construction. 


The MBTA appreciates the support it received from Councillor 
Roache and other locally elected officials in facilitating this change. 
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Karen Wepsic 


I would suggest that all of the monitoring systems as suggested on 
page 61 of the Peer Review Report be put in place as well as 
monitoring of the requirement that the vehicles always use low 
sulfur diesel fuel. Monthly reports of the monitoring should be 
made available on the MBTA’s web site so that the South Boston 
community as well as anyone else may monitor the environmental 
impact of the vehicles. 


See the response to Comments PR4 and PR12. 


I was disappointed to find no mention in the Peer Review report of 
the potential problems in operating the recommended vehicle in the 
salt atmosphere in which the Transitway will run. ... Perhaps the 
operation of the MBTA’s blue Line and the corrosive effect of the 
salt atmosphere on the Blue Line rolling stock could be studied for 
its relevance to the Transitway vehicles. It would be very 
disappointing and extremely expensive if the vehicles did not last 
12 years. 


During the initial development of the initial procurement, the 
MBTA was careful to specify that the vehicle must be able to 
withstand typical New England climatic conditions. The MBTA is 
confident that this vehicle is capable of resisting corrosion due to 
salt. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 


Comment NPC1: 


Response: 


Comment NPC2: 


Response: 


Executive Office of 


Environmental Affairs 


As suggested by Mayor Menino, the proponent should work with 
the Boston Transportation Department (BTD) to initiate a public 
design review process, which will identify the measures to be 
undertaken to minimize or mitigate any adverse effects of the 
project on traffic and trucking operations within this neighborhood. 


The Newmarket Business Association (NBA) was identified by the 
City of Boston and the Boston Transportation Department (BTD) as 
the group to represent the public in the design review process. The 
NBA is a group of business local to the project including Waldo 
Brothers, Slade Gorton & Co. and the MBTA Police. Ongoing 
coordination meetings are held with representatives of the NBA, 
BTID, the Mayor’s office, the Boston Redevelopment Authority 
(BRA), and the MBTA to discuss the Maintenance Facility design 
and construction, including traffic-related issues and mitigation. 


Any additional traffic analysis that results as a consequence of the 
process should include a further review of the proponent’s access 
and egress options to the site. It should identify potential traffic 
conflicts between buses and existing trucking operations. Such 
analysis should address the concerns raised in the comment letters 
by the Newmarket Business Association (NBA). 


As the design process for the facility progressed, truck activities 
were always of concern. The MBTA has worked to minimize the 
impacts to trucks in the area. Subsequent to the NPC filing, a 
supplemental traffic analysis report was performed. It was 
presented to the public design review process identified in the 
response to Comment NPC1 at a July 17, 2001 meeting attended by 
representatives of the NBA, City of Boston, BTD, BRA, and the 
MBTA. All access and egress options considered allowed for buses 
to enter and exit the site without disrupting the locations on 
Southampton Street that trucks use as staging areas. Multiple 
simulation models were run to ensure buses could do this. 
Furthermore, when the maintenance facility opens, the width of 
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Southampton Street (50’) will allow buses, passenger cars and 
trucks to operate as they do today. 


Comment NPC3: The MBTA should meet with Waldo Brothers and other abutting 
businesses represented by the NBA to develop a traffic operations 
plan... This plan should be developed ... to demonstrate that the 


existing streets in this area can safely accommodate both trucking 
and MBTA buses. 


Response: A traffic operations plan was refined via the public design review 
process identified in the response to Comment NPC1. All vehicles 
would access the maintenance facility by heading north on Moore 
Street from Southampton Street. The vehicles would either enter 
the queuing/storage area on the west side at 34 Moore Street (LMB 
property) or directly enter the maintenance facility. The vehicles 
would egress the maintenance facility by heading south and turning 
either left or right onto Southampton Street. 


Comment NPC4: 


Response: 


Comment NPCS5: 


Response: 


Comment NPC6: 


Response: 
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Albany LLC 


The studies included in the document do not support placement of 
this facility in this location... 


The MBTA believes that the analysis in the NPC does support siting 
this facility at Southampton Street. MEPA required no further 
alternatives analysis. 


The MBTA failed to study all of the intersections mentioned as 
routes to be used by the MBTA buses. The study was conducted 
during a limited off-peak period that did not take into account the 
seasonality and timing of truck traffic in the neighborhood. 


The intersections studied were those that would be most impacted 
by the buses. The further an intersection is from the facility, the less 
of an impact buses will have on it. 


The project schedule made it difficult to collect data to sufficiently 
quantify seasonality of truck traffic. To account for this, a 
conservative growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was added to all 
existing truck and vehicle volumes to accommodate growth and 
seasonality. 


The original study for the NPC collected all vehicle volumes during 
two periods: 6:00 to 9:00 a.m. and 3:00 to 6:00 p.m. These periods 
contain the highest vehicle periods and a useful truck period. At 
times outside of the periods studied, vehicle traffic would be less, 
and a greater number of trucks could be accommodated. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with 
the City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, 
additional analysis was performed to address truck activity in the 
area. 


The neighborhood that receives the benefits [of Silver Line service] 
should also bear the environmental costs of the facility. 


The MBTA believes that the Southampton Street location is the 
appropriate site. In contrast, by placing the facility directly along 
the Silver Line corridor, this industrial facility would be in a 
residential neighborhood. Instead, by placing it in the industrial 
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area of Southampton Street, the MBTA can remove the impact from 
residences, while utilizing a location that can still serve the routes. 


The document minimizes the impact of the closing of Moore Street. 
The MBTA believes that the NPC provided an adequate and proper 


assessment of the impacts on Moore Street. Neither MEPA nor the 
FTA required further assessment. 
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Boston Redevelopment Authority 


Comment NPCS8: Bus access to and from the facility would utilize major roadways, 
including the Southeast Expressway, and not local streets. The Piers 
Transitway and AITC buses also would operate on the South Boston 
Bypass Road, pending approval of the Central Artery/Tunnel 
(CA/T) Project. Since MBTA buses accessing the Cabot bus facility 
are permitted to use the Bypass Road, the addition of the Silver Line 
buses to the approved usage list should not pose a problem. 
Therefore, we would urge the CA/T Project to grant this approval 
to Silver Line vehicles. 


Response: The MBTA will work with the CA/T project to gain approval for 
use of the Bypass Road for the Silver Line vehicles. If any 


environmental permits or approvals are needed, they will be filed 
by the MBTA. 


Comment NPC9: The overflow from the bus wash and degreasing reclaim system 
will be connected to oil and grease separators prior to discharge of 
the wash water into the sanitary system. Similarly, any drains in 
the site’s parking areas and other paved areas should be equipped 
with separators in compliance with Boston Water and Sewer 
Commission regulations. 


Response: Under normal operation, the floor water inside the Buswash and 
Degrease building is reclaimed. In the unlikely event of wash 
system overflow, the water is discharged to an oil-water separator 
and then discharged to the BWSC sanitary lines. All storm drainage 
from the maintenance facility discharges to oil-water separators. 
All oil-water separators comply with BWSC regulations. 


Comment NPC10: Since the existing soil [on the site] is unsuitable to support the 
proposed buildings and parking areas, the top two feet will need to 
be removed and disposed of off-site in a controlled manner. 


Response: The removal of the soil from the site will be managed in accordance 
with a Release Abatement Measures (RAM) Plan submitted to DEP. 
In addition, specifications provide detailed requirements for the 
management of the soil removal and disposal in accordance with 
applicable regulatory requirements. 
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Boston Transportation Department 


Comment NPC11: 


Response: 


Comment NPC12: 


Response: 


The filing captures many of the regional impacts of the facility, but 
does not adequately address all of the potential localized impacts of 
the facility on truck circulation and operations. Therefore, the 
specific impacts that this project may have in the Newmarket area 
should be reviewed with the BTD and the Newmarket community. 
... These specifics include potential impacts on the surrounding 
street network during peak truck traffic periods, as well as 
operational impacts on the specific operations of business adjacent 
to the facility itself. The analysis should include a breakdown of 
peak truck traffic on the street network and an analysis of bus 
operations during those operations. Additionally, the specifics of 
truck operations should be incorporated into the analysis of any 
intersection. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with 
the City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, 
additional analysis was conducted to address truck activity in the 
Newmarket area. The analysis included business interviews, 
manual truck counts, a review of existing data, and observation of 
operations of the businesses adjacent to the proposed facility. The 
resulting memorandum concluded that the peak operational hours 
of the bus facility do not coincide with truck activity on 
Southampton Street. 


In working with BTD and the Newmarket community, methods to 
mitigate or eliminate the localized impacts of the facility should be 
explored. Potential mitigation may include alterations to the design 
of the facility, including access and egress points and internal 
circulation patterns. Physical or operational changes to the 
surrounding street network should be considered as well. Lastly, 
any changes to the operation of the proposed facility itself should be 
explored and altered to help minimize the localized impacts of this 
facility on the Newmarket community. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with 
the City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, the 
MBTA has worked with BTD and Newmarket to minimize the 
impacts of the facility. The discussions have resulted in changing 
facility curb cuts on Southampton Street and minimizing the impact 
on Waldo Brothers. 
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Boston Water and Sewer 


Comment NPC13: 


Response: 


Comment NPC14: 


Response: 


Comment NPC15: 


Commission 


All new or relocated water mains, sewers and storm drains and 
connections to these pipes must be designed and constructed at the 
MBTA’s expense. They must be designed and constructed in 
conformance with the Commission’s design standards, Water 
Distribution System and Sewer Use Regulations, and Requirements 
for Site Plans, available by contacting the Engineering Services 
Division. 


All new and relocated water mains, sewer and storm drains, and 
connections have been designed and will be constructed at the 
MBTA’s expense. The design and construction complies with the 
BWSC design standards, Water Distribution System and Sewer Use 
Regulations, and Requirements for Site Plans. 


The MBTA must submit a site plan to the Commission’s 
Engineering Services Division for review and approval. The site 
plan should show the location of existing water mains, sewers and 
storm drains which serve the site. The site plan must also show any 
existing and proposed water, sanitary sewer and storm drain 
connections. To assure compliance with the Commission’s 
requirements, the site plan and a General Service Application, must 
be submitted to the Commission’s Engineering Services Division for 
review and approval when the design of the relocated Moore Street 
water main and the proposed water and sewer service connections 
are 50 percent complete. 


A site plan, storm and sanitary profiles, structure schedule, and 
miscellaneous details have been submitted to the BWSC 
Engineering Services Division for their review and approval. The 
General Service Application has also been submitted, and is shown 
on the plans. 


The Commission requires that existing water and sewer connections 
be cut and capped at the water main and sewer line in the street 
before demolition of any existing building on the site. Verification 
is required prior to the demolition of existing structures, and all 
connections must be capped in accordance with Commission 
standards. 
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Response: All existing and abandoned water/sewer connections to the 
Mercedes building have been cut and capped by the Contractor 
prior to demolition in accordance with BWSC standards. 


Comment NPC16: |= The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) should contain an estimate 
of the water required for the project. The MBTA should also 
provide a methodology to estimate water demand for the proposed 
project. 


Response: Estimates of both peak and daily water demand have been 
provided to the BWSC. The methodology for determining water 
demand, in accordance with the Mass Plumbing code, was fixture 
units except specialized equipment such as the bus wash, which 
was based upon manufacturer’s information. 


Comment NPC17: | The MBTA is required to obtain a Hydrant Permit for use of any 
hydrant during the construction phase of this project. The water 
used from the hydrant must be metered. 


Response: The maintenance facility construction contract requires the 
Contractor to secure all necessary permits, licenses, certifications, 
inspections, and approvals required for the work of this Contract. 
This includes the hydrant connections, backflow preventers, and 
metering of water used by the Contractor. 


Comment NPC18: |= The MBTA will be required to install approved backflow prevention 
devices on the water services for fire protection, vehicle wash, 
mechanical and any irrigation systems. 


Response: The design of all new water and fire protection lines have the 


appropriate backflow prevention devices and have been approved 
by BWSC. 


Comment NPC19: — Water service to the building must be metered in accordance with 
the Commission’s Site Plan Requirements. In addition, if the project 
will use more than 500 cubic feet or 3,740 gallons of water per day, 
the MBTA must provide for the connection of the water meters to 
the Commission’s automatic meter reading system. The property 
owner must provide meter interface units (MIU), approved by the 
Commission and mounted near each meter, a telephone line and 
jack near the meter, and an outside meter reading device, at the 
owner’s expense. The Commission will connect the telephone lines 
and MIUs to the meter and program the MIU, at the Commission’s 
expense. 


Response: The design includes provisions for meter interface units (MIU) for 
the two water meters. 
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Comment NPC20: — The EIR should contain an estimate of the quality of sewer flow for 
the proposed project. The MBTA should provide the methodology 
used to estimate the sewer generation and an analysis of the 
capacity of the Commission’s wastewater system with an 
evaluation of the project’s impact on the Commission’s system. 


Response: An estimate of both the peak and the daily sewerage rates have 
been provided to BWSC. The quality of water for bus wash effluent 
has also been provided. The sewerage discharge rates are below 
MWRA minimums for additional permit considerations. The 
methodology for determining sewerage flow, in accordance with 
the Mass Plumbing code, was fixture units except specialized 
equipment such as the bus wash, which was based upon 
manufacturer’s information. 


Comment NPC21: The NPC states that the rinse water from the bus wash will go 
through an oil-water separator and discharge to a storm drain. The 
Commission requires the rinse water to be discharged to the 
sanitary sewer system. 


Response: The effluent from the bus wash recycle unit will go through an oil 
water separator and be discharged to the sanitary sewer. 


Comment NPC22: Stormwater from the project site must be managed during the 
construction of the building and after the project has been 
completed. The EIR should include a detailed stormwater 
management plan and an analysis of the project’s stormwater 
impact. The EIR should also describe the structures that will be 
installed to capture spills if an above-ground tank leaks or ruptures. 


Response: During the construction of the facility, the maintenance facility 
Contractor is required to develop a stormwater management plan 
per the construction contract. A draft Spill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan and Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
have been developed for the completed maintenance facility and is 
presently under review. 


Comment NPC23: The Commission believes a NPDES Stormwater Permit will be 
required for the project. ... A copy of the NPDES permit and any 
pollution prevention plan prepared pursuant to the Permit, should 
be provided to the Commission, prior to construction. The 
pollution prevention plan submitted pursuant to an NPDES permit 
may be submitted in lieu of the pollution prevention plan required 
by the Commission provided the plan addresses the same 
components identified [in the Commission’s comment letter]. 


Response: The maintenance facility Contractor has obtained an MWRA permit 
to discharge the treated site dewatering into the MWRA system. It 
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was determined that the site runoff will be discharged into the 
MWKEA system and ultimately to the Deer Island Treatment plant. 


Comment NPC24: — The enclosed floors of the parking garage must drain through oil 
separators into the sewer system in accordance with the 
Commission’s Sewer Use Regulations. If the top level of the garage 
is an open parking area, it must discharge to the storm drain 
equipped with a _ particle separator. The Commissions’ 
Requirements for Site Plans include requirements for the separators. 


Response: The maintenance facility design complies with requirements, 
including BWSC “Requirements for Site Plans.” The design shows 
the enclosed floors of the garage draining to an oil-water separator 
and into the sanitary sewer system. The top level of the garage 


discharges to a particle separator and then into the storm drain 
system. 
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City of Boston 


The Environment Department 


Comment NPC25: 


Response: 


Comment NPC26: 


Response: 


The department requests that the proponent examine alternatives to 
non-revenue trips to and from Forest Hills through Franklin Park. 


In an attempt to accommodate the City of Boston and the neighbor- 
hood in Jamaica Plain, the proposed facility at Arborway has been 
reduced to the greatest extent possible. One of the major ways the 
MBTA accommodated this reduction was to move the vehicles that 
serve the Silver Line and the vehicles that serve the Arborway #39 
route over to the Southampton Street maintenance facility. By 
doing this, the best route to get vehicles from the Southampton 
Street facility to Arborway/Forest Hills is to run them in non-reve- 
nue service through Franklin Park. Any other route would require 
significant rerouting through the city and through Dudley. The 
MBTA believes that this is not only operationally too cumbersome, 
but fuel inefficient. As a result, the MBTA believes that the best 
route is the route through Franklin Park. The MBTA will work 
with, however, the City of Boston Landmarks. 


The NPC identifies only construction-related impacts to business 
activity in the project area.) The owners of businesses in the 
Newmarket area have expressed concern that the added bus traffic 
will hinder trucker access to loading/ delivery areas, particularly in 
the early morning when the majority of deliveries are conducted. 
This department is concerned that such conflicts will increase truck 
idling the area, further degrading air quality. This issue deserves 
analysis and mitigation if appropriate. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, a supplemental traffic analysis report 
was performed. It was presented to the public design review 
process identified in the response to Comment NPCI1 at a July 17, 
2001 meeting attended by representatives of the NBA, City of 
Boston, BTD, BRA, and the MBTA. The number of buses added to 
the general traffic will not significantly impact truck operations. 
Buses return to the site incrementally, and the orientation of the site 
driveway allows buses to enter/exit the traffic stream quickly. 
During the early morning hours, the traffic on Southampton Street 
is significantly less than the peak commuter hours. Videotaped 
observations from 4:30 to 7:30 a.m. indicated ample, large gaps in 
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traffic that will allow buses to operate without causing extra idle 
time for trucks. 


Also, Chapter 90 Section 16A of the General Laws of Massachusetts 
does not allow motor vehicles to idle in excess of five minutes. Any 
trucks waiting more than five minutes to engage in the delivery of 
goods should not have the vehicle’s motor running. 


Comment NPC27: = The NPC does not acknowledge that mechanical systems are a 
source of air pollutants and does not discuss the ways in which 
pollutants from stationary sources can be minimized. 


Response: The boilers, hot water heaters, and make-up air heaters are all high 
efficiency commercial gas fired pieces of equipment, which meet 
Massachusetts code requirements. The existing emergency 
generator and new emergency generator meet Mass EPA 
requirements. A special vacuum system has been provided for the 
bake grinding and bodywork areas to control emissions. 


Comment NPC28: — The parking garage should have Carbon Monoxide (CO) monitors 
that have direct read meters as well as visual and audio alarms. 


Response: The parking garage is an open structure and does not require carbon 
monoxide monitoring. The motorcycle storage area, which is 
enclosed, is provided with carbon monoxide monitoring with alarms. 


Comment NPC29: — We strongly recommend that the proponent participate in the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Energy Start/Green Lights 
program and consider using the Leadership in Energy 
Environmental Design (LEED™) standards for the project [including 
lighting systems, glazing, heating systems, and roofing materials]. 


Response: The maintenance facility has been designed to meet the minimum 
energy code standards required in the Massachusetts State Building 
Code, 6'' Edition (updated). 


Comment NPC30: Careful choices should be made about exterior project lighting. It 
should serve operational and security needs while not adding to 
light pollution. Fixtures should be downward directed or shielded. 


Response: The yard lighting was designed for the maintenance facility to 
minimize light pollution by using downward directed fixtures. 
Wherever possible, building mounted fixtures were utilized, 
elsewhere pole-mounted fixtures were used. 


Comment NPC31: — The project is subject to the Regulations for the Control of Noise in the 
City of Boston (Regulations) and must meet the residential levels. 
We remind the proponent that emergency generators are subject to 
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the Regulations. All exterior mechanical equipment and other 
noise-producing activities must be attenuated or managed to 
comply with the Regulations. 


Response: The site is not in a residential zone and noise studies have been 
performed to determine the acceptable commercial noise levels. 
The gas compressors are being located in a noise reduction 
enclosure. All other exterior equipment will be in compliance with 
commercial noise criteria. No special noise management is needed 
beyond that in the design. 


Comment NPC32: — Adequate, convenient space should be made available at the project 
for recycling to maximize rates. In accord with City objectives, it is 
essential that both the residential and retail space be designed with 
adequate sorting, storage and pick-up space for recyclables in 
anticipation of increasing rates over the operational life of the project. 


Response: The maintenance facility does not fall within the referenced 
“residential and retail” use. However, efforts to recycle and to 
minimize waste are incorporated into the maintenance facility, 
including buswash water, vehicle fluids, brake pads, oil filter 
crusher, as well as space for recycling office and lunch room waste. 


Comment NPC33: We hope that the proponent will help to educate the public and 
further improve the water quality of local water bodies by agreeing 
to the permanent installation of plaques at all storm drains that bear 
the warning “Don’t Dump - Drains to Boston Harbor.” 


Response: Via management practices and procedures, MBTA mechanics are 
required to dispose of oils and fluids in a prescribed manner. All 
waste oil, used antifreeze, and parts cleaning fluids are disposed in 
sealed tanks. Also, all floor drains discharge to an oil-water 
separator. Therefore no plaques are required. 


Comment NPC34: Street and sidewalk cleaning should be done at least weekly and a 
vacuum sweeper should be used to prevent the transport of 
sediment onto city streets and into the stormwater system. 


Response: The MBTA will develop a stormwater pollution prevention plan 
(SWPPP) for the facility. This SWPPP will include good 
housekeeping and best management plans. 


Comment NPC35: — A wheel wash should be used at each vehicular exit from the project 
to prevent the tracking of dust, mud and other materials onto city 
streets. 

Response: The construction contract requires the Contractor to control dust 


and decontaminate equipment and vehicles, prohibits spillage onto 


Comment NPC36: 


Response: 


Comment NPC37: 


Response: 


Comment NPC38: 


Response: 


Comment NPC39: 
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streets and requires wheel washers at each construction exit. 
During operation, the maintenance facility will utilize a bus wash to 
clean the buses as needed prior to entering public streets. 


The CACI [Clean Air Construction Initiative] offers contractors a 
cost-effective way to decrease localized adverse impacts and reduce 
dust and odor complaints from project abutters and regulatory 
agencies. ... We ask that the proponents [work with DEP to 
determine how the CACI] might be used to minimize adverse 
construction impacts from the project. 


The MBTA included the construction equipment retrofit require- 
ment in this and all other MBTA construction project specifications. 


In order to balance the need to construct and develop with the 
rights of residents, the City of Boston limits construction hours to 
7:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. We request, should 
the proponents decide to seek an extension of these hours, that the 
APCC be notified .... 


The construction contract restricts the Contractor to working 
Monday through Friday, excluding holidays, between the hours of 
7:00 a.m. to 3:30 p.m. The Contractor is responsible for obtaining the 
required permits from the City of Boston and any other regulatory 
agency that has jurisdiction for any deviation from these hours. 


Roadways in the project area experience significant congestion 
daily. This factor, in addition to vehicle-related air quality and 
quality of life issues unrelated to time of day, suggest that trans- 
portation demand management (TDM) should be implemented 
during the construction phase of the project. 


The MBTA will develop construction management plans which will 
include traffic management. 


Franklin Park, a local landmark also listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places (National Register), is not identified in the NPC. 
Staff of the Boston Landmarks Commission (BLC) are concerned 
about the potential noise, vibration, visual and air quality effects 
that may accompany significant numbers of buses on non-revenue 
trips through this landmark. Because the park is an_ historic 
resource the MBTA must assess the impacts of the proposed project 
and explore alternatives. Information necessary for a complete 
assessment includes the total number of buses from all routes that 
the MBTA proposes to deadhead through the park each day and the 
times of day that these buses will use this route. A primary concern 
of the BLC is that implementation of the proposal will further erode 
the nature of Circuit Drive as a roadway through a country park 
and establish it, inappropriately, as a major thoroughfare. 
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Response: See the response to Comment NPC25. 


Comment NPC40: The existing building at the project site should not be demolished 
without prior approval from the BLC. 


Response: The MBTA received prior approval to demolish the existing 
buildings at Southampton Street. This approval was received 
during the environmental review for the MBTA Police 
Headquarters on the site. 


Comment NPC41: — BLC staff agree with BRA Urban Design staff that projects in the 
City should be constructed with traditional building materials and 
techniques rather than synthetic composite materials. Simulated 
materials such as exterior insulated finish systems (EIFS) and glass 
fiber reinforced concrete (GFRC) are inconsistent with Boston 
architecture and are unlikely to withstand decades of the City’s 
freeze-and-thaw climate. 


Response: As commented by BLC staff and BRA Urban Design Staff regarding 
facade materiality, the maintenance facility design has utilized 
traditional building materials. EIFS has been utilized only as a 
ceiling treatment above the bus storage area. The EIFS ceiling is not 
exposed to views by the general public and is protected from the 
weather. It was used primarily for cost-effectiveness and fire rating 
purposes; therefore, the use is justified and consistent with the 
BRA’s design objectives for material use in the urban realm. GFRC 
has not been utilized. 


Comment NPC42: — The BLC requests that dated cornerstones be incorporated into all 
new construction. 


Response: The BLC request for a dated cornerstone has not been incorporated 
in the construction documents. 


Comment NPC43: — We question why the MBTA expects 90 percent of its employees at 
this facility to drive to work and will provide parking spaces for 
each employee and for each MBTA Police Officer. ... While we 
appreciate that many bus drivers will not have a transit options for 
commuting, we question why police, administrative and 
maintenance staff cannot access public transit. ... The MBTA should 
institute a plan at this facility to minimize the use of SOVs by 
employees and maximize transit and HOV use. 


Response: The MBTA assumed the 90 percent employee mode share in order 
to provide the most conservative impact analysis. While it is 
difficult for many facility employees to use transit (since many are 
required to arrive before service begins or after service ends), there 
are employees who will utilize transit. The MBTA will work with 
its employees to find ways to maximize use of transit to the site. 
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City of Boston 


Office of the Mayor 
Thomas M. Menino 


Comment NPC44: 


Response: 


I am writing to request the MBTA to establish a design review 
public process involving local businesses and community 
representatives for the proposed Silver Line Maintenance Facility on 
Southampton Street in Boston. ... The focus of this effort should be 
to design a non-intrusive facility, with managed transportation 
access, that an operate in harmony with the ongoing functioning 
and needs of the Newmarket district. The effort should be initiated 
with an agenda and timeline agreed to by all. 


The MBTA met frequently with representatives of the City of 
Boston and the Newmarket Business Association. These meetings 
occurred during the comment period on the NPC and continued for 
several months afterward. Through this process, the MBTA looked 
at alternative entrance and egress points and performed more 
refined traffic analysis. The meetings were part of a positive 
interacting process. While certainly not all of the participants were 
able to achieve everything they wanted, the MBTA made changes to 
accommodate some issues, and better explained why other requests 
could not be granted. 
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Clean Buses for Boston/ 
Federation for Public Transit 


Comment NPC45: 


Response: 


Comment NPC46: 


Response: 


Comment NPC47: 


Response: 


Comment NPC48: 


Response: 


Comment NPC49: 


Response: 


Comment NPC50: 


Response: 


MEPA requires MBTA to assess the environmental impacts of its 
bus garage plans as whole, rather than segmenting each proposed 
and existing facility into isolated analyses. 


Neither the MEPA regulations nor the act’s implementing statute 
require this level of review. The planning activities of a facility and 
its corresponding impacts may be subject to MEPA review, but not 
the overall master plan of a system as large as the MBTA bus 
system. 


The MBTA has done no systemwide planning for garaging its bus 
fleet that might identify less-impact alternatives. 


The MBTA has initiated a systemwide planning study designed to 
examine future bus facility needs. The Silver Line maintenance 


facility is an isolated issue due to its direct link to a fixed route. 


The MBTA’s current bus garage system is unfair and unjust. ... 
MEPA requires MBTA to include environmental justice in its EIR. 


The bus maintenance facility planning study will examine issues of 
environmental justice and impacts to residential areas. This is not, 
however, a document subject to MEPA review. 


The MBTA must keep its commitment to purchase 358 clean-fuel 
buses over the next three years. 


The MBTA fully intends to fulfill this commitment. 


The MBTA must prioritize use of new buses on routes in 
communities most impacted by air pollution and asthma. 


The MBTA plans on using the new CNG buses on the most highly 
utilized urban routes. 


Bus “dead-heading” must be minimized wherever possible. 


The MBTA agrees. Dead-heading minimization is now a major 
objective for facility siting and bus routing. 


Comment NPC51: 


Response: 


Comment NPC52: 


Response: 


Comment NPC53: 


Response: 
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Plans for the new bus facility on Southampton Street are unclear. ... 
The EIR/PCN must be revised to address the likelihood that the 
Southampton Street will preclude future conversion of the Silver 
Line to light rail. 


The Southampton Street maintenance facility in no way precludes 
conversion to rail. If and when the Silver Line is converted to rail, a 
maintenance facility will be built directly connected to the corridor 
(as are all other rail maintenance facilities). At that point, 
Southampton Street can still be used for other MBTA buses. 


There has been no community planning process for this facility. 
The MBTA believes the planning process to date has been adequate. 
Bartlett Bus Deport must be closed as promised to the community. 


The MBTA agrees. Closing Bartlett Street can occur when the 
Arborway facility is opened. This facility will be the subject of a 
separate MEPA filing. The MBTA remains firmly and 
enthusiastically committed to this promise. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental 


Comment NPC54: 


Response: 


Comment NPC55: 


Response: 


Comment NPC56: 


Response: 


Protection 


During the development of the South Boston Piers Transitway 
Project, the MBTA and DEP executed a Special Procedures 
Determination under the MCP for management of Soil and 
Hazardous Materials (OHM) encountered during the project. That 
agreement ensured close coordination and cooperation among DEP, 
the MBTA and its consultants/contractors. DEP will discuss with 
the MBTA the potential for a similar type of cooperative agreement 
for the work to be performed at the Southampton Street facility. 


The MBTA will review any proposal from DEP to provide for a 
similar type of cooperative agreement. However, it should be noted 
that the maintenance facility, although supporting the Transitway 
project, is not a linear facility in itself and is readily addressed 
through the standard Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) 
processes including Release Abatement Measures (RAM) and 
Utility Release Abatement Measures (URAM). The plans for site 
work have been submitted to and reviewed by DEP. 


[T]he MBTA should consider treat[ing] the TLCP soils to remove 
the “hazards characteristic” prior to its removal from the Site. 


Treatment of soils prior to removal to address the lead TCLP 
characteristic is an option that will be addressed with the 
maintenance facility Contractor. As necessary, any changes to the 
approved RAM plan will be reviewed with DEP. 


DEP wants to stress the importance of the MBTA properly 
managing the removal and disposal of lead-based paint and 
asbestos from the Mercedes Building located on the MBTA Site, 
which the report states will need to be demolished as part of this 
project. 


As part of the demolition of the Mercedes Building, the services of 
an asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead abatement 
Contractor were obtained. The Contractor was responsible for all 
activities including pre-abatement inspections, constructed 
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engineering controls, the use of state-certified ACM workers, 
personal air sample monitoring, regulated entry/exit and 
supervisor’s logs, ambient air sampling, abatement, removal and 
disposal of the ACMs and lead wastes, worker decontamination, 
and submittal of all waste manifests. Independent monitoring of 
the Contractor abatement activities was performed including 
review of site worker certification, inspection of the abatement 
work, contractor oversight, daily collection and analysis of ambient 
and personal air samples, and identification and quantification of 
removed waste. 


7-43, 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Division of Marine Fisheries 


No comments. 
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Dudley Street Neighborhood 


Comment NPC57: 


Response: 


Initiative 


The Newmarket Business Area is part of the lifeblood of this 
community. Added traffic congestion to this area with no 
significant economic benefits is generally not a positive for our 
community that sorely depends on that area’s jobs. Newmarket is 
successful by in large because of its location and accessibility. To 
add additional roadblocks to that access will significantly impact 
the businesses, the employees, and our community. 


The MBTA believes that the added traffic resulting from the facility 
will be minimal and readily accommodated in the existing roadway 
network. This analysis was provided to the Newmarket Business 
Association. 
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Lloyd Fillion 
(April 24, 2001) 


Comment NPC58: — Given the suggestion of considerable soil disturbance, | would like 
to know how, to whence, the contaminated soil will be disposed. 


Response: Soil will be tested and characterized before a licensed disposal 
location is chosen in accordance with state and federal regulations. 
Alternatives available include the use as landfill cover, reuse as 
asphalt batching feed, or secure landfill disposal. Disposal will be 
governed by disposal facility criteria in coordination with state 
regulators. The soil testing and disposal is being performed under 
the oversight of the MBTA’s Licensed Site Professional. 


Comment NPC59: [I]t appears that the MBTA is gaining an easement on L&B’s 
property at 34 Moore Street not to widen Moore Street, but rather to 
acquire additional land for the proposed bus servicing facilities. 


Response: The MBTA has acquired the rights to the surface of the property at 
34 Moore Street from the 34 Moore Street Limited Partnership by 
the MBTA’s eminent domain authority. The owner has retained the 
air rights. This acquisition will be utilized for vehicle queuing and 
storage in lieu of vehicle queuing on Moore Street. 
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Lloyd Fillion 
(May 14, 2001) 


[T]he document ignores several sensitive receptors within 1,000- 
2,000 feet. The South Bay House of Corrections is within 1,000 feet 
with no intervening buildings and is home to over 1,200 
individuals. ... Additionally, the report ignores the residential areas 
of Pompeii and Chesterton streets, again within 1,500 feet. ... 
Finally, the Inner City School on Southampton Street, 
approximately across from the Boston Fire Department 
Headquarters, is a day time school servicing young people from the 
surrounding urban area. Its location of this school is within a 1,000- 
foot distance, boundary line to boundary line. ... All three of these 
ignored land uses include individuals who public health 
practitioners refer to as “captive” populations - populations not able 
to relocate away from such introduced pollutions. 


The three potential noise receptors that have been identified will not 
be adversely affected by the construction and operations of the 
maintenance facility or by the bus traffic along the proposed 
deadhead routes. Ambient noise readings provided in Table 5.2 
(page 5-8), and shown in Figure 5.2 were taken at various locations 
within 2,000 feet of the proposed facility. City of Boston noise 
ordinance requirements will be in effect during the construction of 
the facility and specify that A-weight sound levels cannot exceed 86 
dBA at 50 feet from the equipment. This level will only decrease as 
it travels over 1,000 feet to the potential receptors that were 
identified by the commenter and will be below ambient A-weighted 
sound levels taken near those sites. All operations at the site will be 
conducted within the buildings of the maintenance facility and 
therefore noise from operations at the facility will not be perceptible 
at any building identified. The buses being serviced at the 
maintenance facility are required to have idle and bus pull-away 
A-weighted sound levels of less than 65 dBA and 83 dBA, 
respectively. No buses serviced at the maintenance facility will pass 
on roadways in front of the South Bay House of Corrections for 
routes or deadheading, therefore there should be no perceived noise 
increase at this site. Buses will deadhead along Southampton Street 
and Massachusetts Avenue near the residential communities on 
Pompeii and Chesterton. The closest ambient noise data to these 
locations were taken at locations 4, 5, and 6 with an average 
ambient reading of 82.9 dBA which, compared to the noise levels 
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from the buses idling or pulling-away, results in no perceived 
increase in noise. Finally, noise data from location 6 located directly 
across the street from the Inner City School indicate an existing 
noise level in the range of 89 dBA which is above both the idle and 
pull-away noise levels of the MBTA buses that will be traveling on 
Southampton Street. 


Comment NPC61: The choice of the Southampton Street location is not adequately 
detailed within the scope of this document. ... [T]able 3.2 ... 
compares Southampton to three other yards evaluating them on the 
basis of six qualifications. However, it is clear that a number of the 
evaluations are subjective in conclusion. 


Response: Any comparative analysis would include subjective evaluations. 
The MBTA believes that these criteria are the ones that best lay out 
the needs and parameters of the facility. 


Comment NPC62: — The Arborway location would become ideal if the Silver Line were 
to truly replace the former elevated Orange line, which service 
began at that yard. There is no reason that the Silver Line buses 
could not begin and end their run at Arborway, thus eliminating 
needless transiting across parts of the city not served by the buses 


Response: During the extensive community process on the Arborway facility, 
the community group insisted that the size of the facility be reduced 
to the greatest extent possible. The only way to accomplish this was 
to remove the Silver Line vehicles from that facility. This was 
codified in the Arborway Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
developed with the City and with CCPAY. The MBTA has no plans 
to renege on any of the commitments in the MOU. 
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GPC/O’ Neill and Associates 


Comment NPC63: 


Response: 


Comment NPC64: 


Response: 


Comment NPC65: 


Response: 


The impact on Waldo Brothers is significant and no agreement for 
mitigation exists between Waldo Brothers and the MBTA. 


The MBTA now owns permanent subsurface easements along 
Moore Street and temporary surface easements along Moore Street. 
The MBTA has designed and plans to operate the facility in a 
manner that does not interfere with Waldo Brothers’ operations. 


EOEA should require the MBTA to determine effects on levels of 
serve in the area during its peak hours of operation. Furthermore, 
the peak hours in the NPC, while standard commuter hours are not 
the peak hours for the Newmarket businesses. The MBTA should 
be required to interview area businesses to determine their peak 
hours of operation, as many coincide with the early morning peak 
hours of the facility, and to determine effects on levels of service 
during these hours. 


During the facility’s peak periods (approximately 4:30 to 7:30 a.m. 
and 8:00 to 10:00 p.m.), traffic is not at its peak period on 
Southampton Street. Since a small number of buses will return to 
the facility during the peak period, the study aimed at determining 
the impact of the buses during the peak period. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with the 
City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, Newmarket 
businesses were interviewed to determine when they were busiest, 
and manual truck counts were performed at these periods. 


One significant intersection [the intersection at South Bay Shopping 
Center] is not included in the study area. ... Further, the owners and 
property managers of the South Bay Center were never contacted 
by the MBTA to discuss possible impacts.... The impact on the 
intersection, and on the Shopping Center, must be quantified before 
it can be determined that there is no significant impact. 


The intersection at South Bay Center was included in the analysis. 
The entrance to the shopping center is referred to as All State Road 
Extension. Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing 
coordination with the City of Boston and the Newmarket business 
community, the property manager of the shopping center was 
interviewed as suggested by the Newmarket Business Association. 
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Greater Boston Food Bank 


Comment NPC66: In Section 4, page 16, the report states: “Approximately half of the 
buses used for peak service (32) will begin to return to the site at 
8:30 a.m., just after the end of the morning peak hour.” Does this 
mean that the other half will return during the morning peak hour? 


Response: As demand subsides, 32 buses return incrementally to the facility. 
The remaining buses will stay out on their routes. 


Comment NPC67: Also on page 16 of Section4 the report states, “A total of 584 
employee person trips will occur over the course of the day.” But at 
the end of the same section (p. 4-22), the report concludes, “The 
facility adds approximately 340 daily vehicle trips, comprised of 
employees and buses.” Which is it - 584 employees trips only or 
340 employee and bus trips combined? 


Response: The 584 employee trips refer to person trips. A person trip includes 
people using autos, public transportation, carpooling, walking, and 
biking to get to the site. The 584 trips include the existing police 
facility. The 304 vehicle trips include autos and buses. A trip is 
considered a vehicle either entering or leaving the facility. 


Comment NPC68: Additionally, one area that has been unexplored ... is the use of 
Frontage Road rather than Southampton Street as the main access 
point for the proposed maintenance facility. This redesignation has 
the potential to divert the facility’s bus traffic away from the 
already congested Southampton Street. At a May 10 public 
meeting, this idea was raised but was dismissed by an MBTA 
official because he said an engineer deemed the pitch of Frontage 
Road too steep for buses. Iam requesting a thorough exploration of 
the Frontage Road access option, including a cost/benefit analysis 
for overcoming the pitch problem should that concern prove valid. 


Response: The Frontage Road access option was studied in conjunction with 
the public design review process identified in the response to 
Comment NPC1. The option was presented at a July 17, 2001 
meeting attended by representatives of the NBA, City of Boston, 
BTD, BRA, and the MBTA in the form of a design layout and 
construction estimate. It was determined the magnitude of the cost 
and FHWA permitting issues rendered the option as not feasible. 
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Massachusetts Sierra Club 


Comment NPC69: 


Response: 


Comment NPC70: 


Response: 


Comment NPC71: 


Response: 


Comment NPC72: 


Response: 


Comment NPC73: 


Response: 


(April 27, 2001) 


What is the future of the various existing MBTA bus storage/ 
maintenance facilities? 


See the response to Comment NPC46. 


Both the existing North Cambridge trolley bus maintenance facility, 
plus the remaining portion of an older larger maintenance facility 
that was never redeveloped and is now used for parking, could be 
recombined for a fairly large development opportunity. 


The North Cambridge facility is separate and apart from the Silver 
Line and not part of this MEPA filing. 


In describing the proposed Arborway Garage project, the MBTA 
emphasizes the potential efficiencies from the reduction in 
deadhead mileage ... resulting from this project. Yet, this has not 
been a priority in other siting decisions.... 


The MBTA has not sited a new bus garage in over 30 years. The 
need to minimize deadheading is a function of fuel economy and 
environmental impacts, neither of which were major considerations 
in the 1950s and 1960s. 


The MBTA also owns a large and unused maintenance facility in 
Watertown Square. Although a portion of the storage yard is 
presently utilized as a park and ride lot and bus terminal for 
Turnpike express routes, the rest of the property is vacant and the 
Club is unaware of any plans for its disposition. 


This will be examined as part of the bus maintenance facility study 
described in Comment NPC46. 


The MBTA needs to develop both short- and long-term strategies to 
deal with future bus maintenance and storage facility issues. Early 
and meaningful public involvement must be an integral part of this 
process. 


See the response to Comment NPC46. 
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Massachusetts Sierra Club 
(May 12, 2001) 


Comment NPC74: The MBTA has yet to make a creditable case that the planned 
Southampton Street facility is even needed. ... [F]ull Arborway 
Green Line restoration would negate the continuing need for the 
route 39 bus or the 27 buses associated with this service. 


Response: The MBTA now plans to restore Green Line service along 
Arborway, but the Southampton Street maintenance facility is still 
needed to accommodate other Silver Line vehicles. 


Comment NPC75: There continues to be no good reason for the Turnpike express 
buses now stored at Albany garage to be based at this facility. 
Relocation of these vehicles out of the City of Boston would allow 
for many buses now garaged at Cabot to be relocated to Albany, 
thus freeing up space for the South Boston Piers Transitway (Silver 
Line) vehicles. 


Response: This will be examined as part of the bus maintenance facility study 
discussed in the response to Comment NPC46. 


Comment NPC76: [T]he struggle for a true replacement service for the former elevated 
Orange Line corridor through Dudley Station isn’t over. A rail- 
based Orange or Green Line replacement service would negate the 
need for the 14 plus vehicles associated with this service. 


Response: The MBTA now plans to restore Green Line service to Arborway. 
Converting the Washington Street corridor is still an option, but a 
maintenance facility is needed in the interim. 


Comment NPC77: — The MBTA needs to develop both short- and long-term strategies to 
deal with future bus maintenance and storage facility issues. Early 
and meaningful public involvement must be an integral part of this 
process. 


Response: See the response to Comment NPC46. 
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Newmarket Business Association 


Comment NPC78: 


Response: 


Comment NPC79: 


Response: 


Comment NPC80: 


Response: 


The MBTA claims the facility will be an off-peak operation. Not for 
Newmarket. Not only is 4:30 to 7:30 a.m. one of our most important 
periods, the traffic counts did not cover that time period. The 
researchers chose instead periods later in the day when the buses 
would not be rolling. Their results, consequently, are inapplicable. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with 
the City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, the 
truck operations were reviewed for the period between 4:30 and 
7:30 a.m. Manual truck counts were taken, Southampton vehicle 
activity was videotaped, and existing data were reviewed. These 
analyses indicated that, although this was a busy period for trucks, 
auto traffic was much less and trucks could operate easily. 
Additionally, many large gaps in traffic were observed that would 
allow buses to operate efficiently without significantly impacting 
truck activity. 


The brief study was conducted during early March, the wrong time 
of the year. Newmarket has a distinct, seasonal increase in activity 
from May to October, generally coinciding with traditional fishing 
season, greater availability of fresh produce and increased business 
at hotels and restaurants due to tourist season. Other of our 
businesses have a substantial increase in trucking during the last 
three months of the year due to Christmas. 


The project schedule made it difficult to collect data sufficient to 
quantify seasonality of truck traffic. To account for this, a 
conservative growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was added to all 
existing truck and vehicle volumes to accommodate growth and 
seasonality. 


Decades in effect, [existing loading docks] require trailers to stage 
on Southampton Street. This practice is the same along all streets in 
Newmarket. ... Changing or hampering our companies’ ability to 
conduct their businesses unmolested will thoroughly impeded the 
viability of Newmarket as a distribution area. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with 
the City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, areas 
where trucks stand in the Newmarket area were identified through 
site visits. All buses turning into and out of the facility were 
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modeled to accommodate trucks standing on Southampton Street. 
The new buses at this facility are more maneuverable than existing 
ones and require the same width as passenger cars. Traffic is 
assumed to travel as it does today. 


Comment NPC81: — Imminent development in the area is not even included in the study 
. [which] will materially impact the MBTA’s ability to move its 
own vehicles through the area. 


Response: The impact study included all projects in the area that were 
approved. A general background traffic growth rate was applied 
for five consecutive years to accommodate additional growth in the 
area. 


Comment NPC82: The MBTA has begrudgingly offered only minimal public process. 


Response: The MBTA apologizes if there is a perception that there was 
inadequate public and community involvement prior to filing the 
EA/NPC. Since that time, however, there has been extensive 
interaction with the Newmarket Business Association. The MBTA 
was able to provide additional traffic and engineering information 
on the site. While the MBTA was not able to accommodate all of 
their requests, information and responses were provided to all 
questions. 


Comment NPC83: | Among the most problematic parts of the plan is the proposed curb 
cut that would allow ten busses abreast to exit directly into 
Southampton Street traffic. Based on everyday experience, we 
know this will only make a bad situation worse. 


Response: The maintenance facility design has incorporated several BTD 
enhancements to minimize impacts from vehicles exiting onto 
Southampton Street including the replacement of a single large curb 
cut with multiple smaller curb cuts. The first curb cut servicing four 
bus lanes has a vertical lift gate. The second curb cut services five 
bus lanes and the garage ramp. The third curb cut is for 
automobiles only. All bus pull-outs are scheduled and controlled 
by the MBTA dispatcher. Buses will pull out individually and in an 
orderly fashion. There is also an audio-visual warning system 
located on the Southampton Street sidewalk, which will warn 
pedestrians and drivers that vehicles are departing the facility. 


Comment NPC84: Likewise, a suggestion to use Frontage Road for incoming busses 
was rejected although the MBTA already has its own curb cut there. 


Response: The existing MBTA curb cut along the Frontage Road does not have 
a sufficient turning radius to accommodate the buses entering the 
maintenance facility. Expanding or otherwise relocating the curb 
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Response: 


Comment NPC86: 


Response: 
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cut elsewhere along the Frontage Road would require a ramp to 
transition the vehicles from the higher Frontage Road down to the 
maintenance facility. Also see the response to Comment NPC67. 


The proposed facility relies heavily on the Mass. Avenue and 
Melnea Cass Boulevard intersection which is already overburdened. 
Yet there are not recommendations to improve traffic flow with new 
signal timing, traffic direction changes, signage etc. 


The signal controller at Melnea Cass Boulevard and Massachusetts 
Avenue was recently upgraded by the Central Artery/Tunnel 
project. The intersection was analyzed with the additional traffic 
from the bus facility, approved projects in the area, and a 
background increase in traffic of 1.5 percent per year for five years. 
The analysis indicates that the operations at this intersection will 
not be significantly degraded. 


When asked about the possibility of using the proposed Facility to 
store and maintain busses from Bartlett Street and Albany Street 
sites, the MBTA stated that there was no expansion plan for the 
Southampton Street location. Not true. On page 2.25 of the 
Environmental Assessment/Notice of Project Change, it is made 
clear that there is in fact an entire plan for future expansion to 
accommodate CNG busses from five or more other lines. What this 
says to us is that as CNG busses replace diesel busses systemwide, 
Southampton Street will become the MBTA’s central maintenance 
facility for all such vehicles, the traffic problems will become even 
worse and the city’s food distribution district will be crowded out. 


The MBTA, in addition to building a CNG facility at Southampton 
Street, is also building a CNG facility at Arborway. Furthermore, 
the MBTA is working to convert Cabot and Charlestown and 
perhaps other facilities to accommodate CNG. In the future, 
several, if not all facilities, will accommodate CNG buses, not just 
Southampton Street. 
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Samuels & Associates 


Comment NPC87: 


Response: 


Comment NPC88: 


Response: 


Comment NPC89: 


Response: 


Comment NPC90: 


Response: 


There has been limited public process. We learned of this Notice of 
Project Change from third parties. There was no notification from 
the MBTA to the South Bay Center. South Bay Center has not been 
able to assess the full impact of this project on the shopping center, 
and fear that the MBTA has not addressed it at all. 


See the response to Comment NPC82. 


We are extremely concerned that the traffic study has not addressed 
the operational and seasonal traffic flow of our 24-hour shopping 
center. We doubt that the study has accurately determined the 
consequential degradation of service to the entrances to South Bay 
Center at its intersections of Frontage Road and Southampton 
Street. 


The South Bay Center entrance on Southampton Street is the only 
one impacted by the bus facility. Vehicle counts and operational 
analysis were performed at this location for existing and future 
conditions. The results indicated that this entrance would not be 
significantly impacted. 


We are told that the MBTA has plans to access its proposed 
maintenance facility by traveling over the private common area 
parking areas and traffic lanes of South Bay Center. 


The NPC indicates that the return trip for the buses on the South 
Boston route will likely use the portion of the South Bay Center ring 
road from southbound frontage road to Southampton Street. The 
buses will use the existing roadway and will not cross parking 
areas. 


The MBTA should consider expanding its existing curb cut on 
Frontage Road to access the proposed maintenance facility. 


The existing MBTA curb cut along the Frontage Road does not have 
a sufficient turning radius to accommodate the buses entering the 
maintenance facility. Expanding or otherwise relocating the curb 
cut elsewhere along the Frontage Road would require a ramp to 
transition the vehicles from the higher Frontage Road down to the 
maintenance facility. Also see the response to Comment NPC67. 
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Slade Gorton & Co., Inc. 


Comment NPC91: 


Response: 


Comment NPC92: 


Response: 


[T]he incompleteness of ... [the MBTA’s] traffic study certainly 
should be reason alone to require the MBTA to proceed as if they 
will have significant impact on this business area. 


A concern was raised that the traffic analysis did not adequately 
describe truck activity in the area. Therefore, subsequent to the 
NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with the City of Boston 
and the Newmarket business community, businesses were 
interviewed, trucks were manually counted, and existing truck data 
were reviewed. The additional analysis indicates that the bus 
facility will not significantly impact area businesses. 


The construction and operation of this proposed MBTA facility on 
Southampton Street will result in a virtual taking of our business .... 


The NBA was identified by the City of Boston and the BTD as the 
group to represent the public in the design review process. The 
NBA is a group of business local to the project including Waldo 
Brothers, Slade Gorton & Co., and the MBTA Police. Ongoing 
coordination meetings are held with representatives of the NBA, 
BTD, the Mayor’s office, BRA, and the MBTA to discuss the 
maintenance facility design and construction, including traffic- 
related issues and mitigation. 
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Solutek 


Comment NPC93: — Hundreds of MBTA busses and employees’ cars coming and going 
will gridlock Southampton Street during the early morning hours, 
the peak traffic time for many of our existing businesses. 


Response: The employee and bus trips reported occur over a 24-hour period. 
The peak hours for the bus facility occur outside of peak hours for 
Southampton Street. The bus facility will not cause gridlock on 
Southampton Street. 


Comment NPC94: This heavy traffic impact will be even worse at certain times of the 
year, because of the seasonality of some of our neighbors’ 
businesses. 

Response: The project schedule made it difficult to collect data sufficient to 


quantify seasonality of truck traffic. To account for this, a 
conservative growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was added to all 
existing truck and vehicle volumes to accommodate growth and 
seasonality. 


Comment NPC95: The traffic data that the MBTA presented does not take into account 
other new projects that are about to be kicked off in this 
neighborhood that will add large numbers of cars and shuttle 
busses to the area. 


Response: The impact study included all projects in the area that were 
approved. A general background traffic growth rate was applied 
for five consecutive years to accommodate additional growth in the 
area. 


Comment NPC96: _—_ Existing businesses on Southampton Street won’t be able to use 
their loading docks. 


Response: The buses do not require any more of the roadway for travel or for 
access/egress to the facility. The existing travel patterns on 
Southampton Street will not change with the introduction of the bus 
facility. 


Comment NPC97: The Mass. Avenue- Melnea Cass intersection at Crosstown is 
already saturated. The MBTA’s heavy new bus traffic will freeze 
this key crossroad. 
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Response: The signal controller at Melnea Cass Boulevard and Massachusetts 
Avenue was recently upgraded by the Central Artery/Tunnel 
project. The intersection was analyzed with the additional traffic 
from the bus facility, approved projects in the area, and a 
background increase in traffic of 1.5 percent per year for five years. 
The analysis indicates that the operations at this intersection will 
not be significantly degraded. 


Comment NPC98: | Southampton Street is an important route used by ambulances 
headed for Boston Medical Center. Busses plugging this vital artery 
will have a very serious negative impact on public health. 


Response: Southampton Street is approximately 50-feet wide. State law 
requires that vehicles pull to the side of the road to allow 
emergency vehicles to pass. The MBTA buses adhere to this law. 


Comment NPC99: The environmental effects of the exhaust from the current diesel 
busses and emissions from new busses in the future could be 
disastrous and must be studied carefully. 


Response: The air quality impacts were presented as part of the approved 
NPC. 
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South Boston Seaport TMA 


Comment NPC100: The Seaport TMA supports the MBTA’s request to construct a 
maintenance facility on Southampton Street in Boston. The 
proposed site meets the maintenance, storage, and operational 
requirements of the system, while utilizing a site currently owned 
by the MBTA. I understand that there are still area merchant issues 
about the site which must be addressed before plans are finalized. 


Response: Comment noted. 


5h Sa 5 SS AIRES 55 AL A ECT PS ED go = Pe r+ aE ENO CE 
2nd Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


Waldo Brothers 


Comment NPC101: Why was the public comment period shortened for these projects? 
Why was neighborhood input non-existent before this report was 
completed? 


Response: The public comment period was not shortened. According to the 
MEPA regulations, a 20-day comment period is required for an 
NPc. As for the neighborhood input, the MBTA apologized if 
neighbors feel there was inadequate involvement prior to submittal. 


Comment NPC102: (Page 1-4) What will the traffic input be a constructed transit 
priority lane on Washington Street between Melnea Cass Boulevard 
and the Mass Pike on the Melnea Cass/Mass Avenue intersection 
when the new traffic pattern of buses from Southampton Street are 
included? 


Response: There will be a transit priority lane north of Melnea Cass to south of 
the Mass Turnpike. 


Comment NPC103: (Page 2-1) What impact will there be on the Southampton Street 
facility if the Transitway - Washington Street and South Station - 
NE Medical Center vehicle type is determined to be CNG? Where is 
this impact in the traffic and capacity information? 


Response: The vehicle type for this portion of the Silver Line between South 
Station and the New England Medical Center has yet to be 
determined. A future filing will address the tunnel alignment 
alternatives for that area and the vehicle type decision, and the 
impact to the maintenance facility will be addressed and evaluated 
at that time. 


Comment NPC104: (Page 2-1) One of the site selection criteria is “Minimization of 
Deadheading mileage.” What is considered good or acceptable 
Deadhead mileage per bus for a site to meet the criteria of selection? 
Regarding the selection of Southampton Street location, how much 
Deadhead mileage is considered good or acceptable when 35 percent 
or 27 buses for this facility would be considered deadheading? 


What is the definition and specific characteristics of each site 
selection criteria to give a site a favorable rating or low rating? 
What is the acceptable rating and characteristics for each criteria 
that makes it suitable for selection? 
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Response: There will always be a certain amount of deadheading since not all 
points begin and end at or near the facility. There is no exact 
criteria for the maximum amount of deadheading allowed. The 
attempt is to balance the desire to minimize deadheading against 
other competing interests. 


Comment NPC105: (Page 2-2) There is no mention of the impact of the proposed site on 
other businesses. Where is the impact analysis to Slade Gorton and 
Boston Lamb and Veal located across the street from the proposed 
site? 


There is no mention of AK Media in this section. What is the impact 
and mediation for AK Media? 


What are the impact statements during construction phases of the 
project to existing businesses? Where is the traffic analysis of what 
the construction phases will do to Moore Street and Southampton 
Street traffic and usage? 


Based upon information received at the Public Hearing the traffic 
study is flawed. The study doesn’t take into account the reality of 
truck traffic and truck maneuvers on Southampton Street. The trucks 
have to stage and access their loading docks bringing traffic to a 
complete standstill numerous times per day. What are the results of 
this impact on the traffic analysis when including this reality? 


Newmarket is a distribution point. When half of the proposed 
buses are due to return, so do many of Newmarket’s trucks for their 
second and third runs of the day. 


The traffic study was performed during the Newmarket’s low 
season. Newmarket is influenced by season and college commuter 
traffic. The height of Newmarket is May-November when the 
colleges are in session. The hours of Newmarket are 4:30 a.m. to 
5:00 p.m. The traffic study should include these variables. 


Response: Subsequent to the NPC filing, a supplemental traffic analysis report 
was performed. It was presented to the public design review 
process identified in the response to Comment NPC1 at a July 17, 
2001 meeting attended by representatives of the NBA, City of 
Boston, BTD, BRA, and the MBTA. 


The maintenance facility will have no impact to AK Media. AK 
Media retains their property on the north end of the maintenance 
facility with frontage and access from Moore Street. 
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The supplemental traffic analysis report indicates that most of the 
trucks maneuvering to loading docks are single-unit trucks that do 
not need as much room to load. 


Currently, several bus routes do coexist with the truck activities on 
Southampton Street. Since Southampton Street is 50-feet wide, and 
the new articulated buses are more maneuverable than existing 
buses, any additional disruption to truck loading and general traffic 
from the new buses will not be substantial. 


Approximately 30 buses will return during midmorning, staggered 
over a two-hour period. The return of buses will not significantly 
impact returning trucks. 


A conservative growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was added to all 
existing truck and vehicle volumes to accommodate growth and 
seasonality. At the time traffic data were collected, most Boston 
colleges were in session. Southampton Street is not a widely used 
route for Boston-area college commuters or to the maintenance 
facility via South Bay Avenue. 


Comment NPC106: (Page 2-4) Regarding the two Moore Street entrances mentioned, 
only one is shown in Figure 2.2. Where is the other? Please show 
on the plan and explain where these entrances are and what they 
will be used for? 


South Bay Avenue is mentioned and shown on the plans. What 
traffic flow is being considered for South Bay Avenue? It is 
currently out of use and closed off to traffic. How would the buses 
access South Bay Avenue? (i.e., via Atkinson?) What would South 
Bay Avenue be used for? 


Why wasn’t Frontage Road considered or analyzed for access to 
and from the MBTA site for the bus routes? This access point 
would eliminate the Southampton Street disruption and Moore 
Street mitigation issues. Please take this into consideration and 
provide the analysis of these access points. 


No location is determined of 5,0000 [sic] gallon gas tank for MBTA 
fleet use. Where are the potential locations and safety impacts to 
the abutters? 


If the Southampton facility is to service CNG buses, what are two 
10,000 gallon diesel tanks needed for? What size of fleet could the 
large diesel fuel tanks service? Le., expansion capability? 


Response: There are two entrances to the west side of the maintenance facility 
from Moore Street. The first is on the north end at the intersection 
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of South Bay Avenue. The second is at the mid point of Moore 
Street. Both entrances will be utilized to accommodate emergency 
vehicles. The mid point entrance is a secondary access/egress point 
and will only be used in event the north entrance or any exit is 
inadvertently blocked. 


There is currently no planned traffic flow from or to the 
maintenance facility via South Bay Avenue. 


The Frontage Road access option was studied in conjunction with 
the public design review process identified in the response to 
Comment NPC1. The option was presented at a July 17, 2001 
meeting attended by representatives of the NBA, City of Boston, 
BTD, BRA, and the MBTA in the form of a design layout and 
construction estimate. It was determined the magnitude of the cost 
and FHWA permitting issues rendered the option as not feasible. 


The gasoline fueling system and tank has been eliminated from the 
maintenance facility project. 


The diesel fuel tanks are for the dual mode Transitway vehicles 
(overhead catenary/ diesel buses). They are sized to accommodate 
the programmed fleet size of 32 vehicles. There is no expansion 
planned for this maintenance facility. 


Comment NPC107: (Page 206) What are CNG buffer tanks, what are they sued for and 
what size fleet can the two 20,0000-gallon [sic] CNG buffer tanks 
service? 


What are the safety issues and precautions for the abutters for each 
type of fuel tank? 


What are the potential risks of explosion of the tanks and the area 
impact including the buses if it were to happen? 


What are the utility impacts of the site especially power? The 
Newmarket area has brownouts already in the summer months. 


Response: There are three 65 CF/Water Volume each or approximately 22,000 
SCF@4500 PSIG each. The vessels are used as a buffer between the 
compressor and the dispenser. During bus fueling, the CNG is first 
drained out of the vessel. Then it is direct compressed to the bus 
from the compressor. Between buses, the compressor refills the 
buffer vessels. 


NFPA 52 is the criteria for the site safety requirements for these 
vessels. The vessels are built in accordance with Section 8 of the 
ASME code. 
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Extensive testing is done during the manufacturing process to 
minimize risk. The risks are minimal because of the code and safety 
requirements mentioned above. 


All electrical power for the final configuration of the maintenance 
facility is fed from the MBTA power grid. The MBTA owns and 
operates turbines to supply additional electrical power during peak 
periods. Electrical system brownouts in the Newmarket area are 
controlled by NStar and not the MBTA. Keyspan will transmit 
natural gas to the CNG fueling system via a new pipeline 
independent of the local service lines. The project will connect to 
existing BWSC water/sewer and storm drainage lines located in 
Southampton Street. No capacity-related upgrades to the BWSC 
system are required. 


Comment NPC108: (Page 2-7) What is Peak Service referring to and what are the exact 
hours? What are the non-peak hours? 


How many buses are planned to queue/stage on Moore Street (min 
and max), hours of queuing/staging [sic], duration of queuing? 
Why would the buses queue? What is the impact to Moore Street is 
some buses have to queue and others do not? 


What will be the impact to Waldo Bros. Company of queued buses 
on Moore Street? 


What will be impact to Southampton Street of queued buses? 


How will the buses queue on South Bay Avenue when it isn’t open? 
What are the plans for South Bay Avenue? 


How many buses will be returning and exiting the maintenance 
facility in half-hour increments to understand the impact to Moore 
Street and Southampton Street traffic? 


What is the noise impact to Waldo Bros. Company and abutters of 
this facility? 


Response: Peak service is the period of time when vehicles from the 
maintenance facility will service routes during the highest 
commuter demand (“commuter rush hour”). Although the detailed 
operating plans for all the routes serviced by the facility have not 
yet been finalized, the peak service hours are expected to be roughly 
from 7:00 a.m. to 8:30 a.m. and from 4:00 p.m. to 6:30 p.m. Non 
peak service hours are the remaining revenue operation hours. The 
overall revenue operation day will run roughly from 5:15 a.m. to 
1:00 a.m. collectively for the fleets operating out of this facility. 
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There is no planned queuing of maintenance facility vehicles on 
Moore Street. The surface rights on the 34 Moore Street (LMB) 
property has been acquired by the MBTA for vehicle queuing and 
storage. 


Therefore there will be no impact to Waldo Bros. Company or 
Southampton Street from queued vehicles on Moore Street. 


There is no maintenance facility vehicular traffic planned for South 
Bay Avenue. 


The peak-hour volume is the maximum number of vehicles that pass 
a point on a roadway during a period of 60 consecutive minutes. 
Generally, a morning and afternoon peak occurs near the typical 
commuter travel times. Non-peak hours are all other hourly 
volumes. For this study, the morning peak was determined to be 7:30 
to 8:30 a.m. and the afternoon was determined to be 4:45 to 5:45 p.m. 


Buses will return to the site from approximately 8:30 to 10:30 a.m. 
and 7:30 to 10:30 pm. Although it is difficult to accurately define 
how many buses will return in half-hour increments it is estimated 
that 15 buses will return from 8:30 to 9:30 a.m., 15 buses from 9:30 to 
10:30 a.m., 20 from 7:30 to 8:30 p.m., 24 from 8:30 to 9:30 p.m., and 
six from 9:30 to 10:00 p.m. 


The site is not in a residential zone and noise studies have been 
performed to determine the acceptable commercial noise levels. 
The gas compressors are being located in a noise reduction 
enclosure. All other exterior equipment will be in compliance with 
commercial noise criteria. No special noise management is needed 
beyond that in the design. 


Comment NPC109: (Page 2-10) Regarding the pullout and pullback analysis, what 
growth factor was used in the analysis? What is the worse case and 
best case scenarios for traffic? 


How much deadhead mileage is occurring on a daily basis and the 
cost of it in comparison to other alternative site locations for all 
routes? 


Response: A conservative growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was added to all 
existing truck and vehicle volumes to accommodate growth and 
seasonality. Project-generated trips from all approved projects in 


the area were also added. See also the response to Comment 
NPC104. 


Comment NPC110: (Page 2-11) Regarding the return of the buses servicing the South 
Boston Waterfront/ Logan; the report mentions the route would be 
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reversed for Deadhead trips. What is the exact reverse route to 
access Southampton Street and Moore Street? It is not defined nor 
studied for traffic impacts. If the return trip is via the expressway 
south to the South Bay Plaza, the set of lights Expressway/South 
Bay Plaza nor the stop sign within South Bay Plaza are incorporated 
into the traffic analysis. Also, I don’t believe the traffic analysis 
incorporated for Southampton Street/South Bay Plaza traffic light 
was adequately studies or analyzed for pull-out and pull-back 
traffic. Please provide this analysis and data. 


The NPC indicates that the return trip for the buses on the South 
Boston route will likely use the portion of the South Bay Center ring 
road from southbound frontage road to Southampton Street. It is 
assumed that the number of buses that would use the ring road 
would be less than 10 for the busiest one-hour period, which is 
approximately one bus every six minutes. It is assumed that the 
traffic operations at the intersection of Frontage Road at South Bay 
Center or any intersections within the plaza will not be significantly 
degraded. 


(Page 2-17) Regarding the return of the buses servicing the 
Downtown Boston [area,] it mentions a return trip routing of 
Temple to Tremont to Stuart to Kneeland to I-93 South ramp to 
Southampton Street to the maintenance facility. The I-93 South 
ramp doesn’t connect to Southampton Street unless it goes through 
South Bay Plaza. This route wasn’t analyzed or studied for traffic 
and disruption. There is a light on the I-93 south ramp, a stop sign 
within South Bay Plaza and another light on the corner [of] South 
Bay Plaza and Southampton Street. Neither was in the analysis. 


The NPC indicates that the return trip for the buses on the South 
Boston route will likely use the portion of the South Bay Center ring 
road from southbound frontage road to Southampton Street. It is 
assumed that the number of buses that would use the ring road 
would be less than 10 for the busiest one-hour period, which is 
approximately one bus every six minutes. It is assumed that the 
traffic operations at the intersection of Frontage Road at South Bay 
Center or any intersections within the plaza will not be significantly 
degraded. 


(Page 3-2) The alternative site of West First Street was deemed 
unsuitable because the first phase of the Silver Line between Dudley 
Square and downtown Boston would be located at a “substantial 
distance from this site.” Where is the data and analysis of this in 
comparison to the current location, all the proposed routes plus the 
additional deadhead mileage? 
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Where is the data and comparative analysis of the West First Street 
[and] Arborway Yard [sites] in comparison to the Southampton 
Street alternative for all phases of the Silver Line? 


Response: Section 3.4 and Table 3.2 of the maintenance facility NPC provided 
a summary assessment of all alternative facility sites considered, 
including the West First Street and Arborway Yard sites. Deadhead 
mileage was one of the criteria used in this assessment of alternative 
sites. 


Comment NPC113: (Page 3-5) Where is the data and comparative analysis of all five 
sites for the AITC along with the full Silver Line in comparison to 
the Southampton Street alternative for all phases of the Silver Line? 
Now that all three projects are combined into one, where is the new 
analysis of all five and the conclusions? 


What were the main factors in disqualifying each and every 
alternative site to Southampton Street? What were the cost 
differences to the construction and ongoing operations for each? 


Response: See the response to Comment NPC112. 


Comment NPC114: (Page 3-6) What are the air quality impacts of deadheading to the 
West First Street location in comparison to the Southampton Street 
location? 


Where are the inputs from the Newmarket Community to the 
proposed Southampton Street facility? When, where and how were 
they contacted before the assessment as a feasible site was 
determined? 


Response: An air quality analysis was not performed on the West First Street 
site. The facility was moved due to its proximity to residential 
neighbors and its distance from Washington Street. See also the 
response to Comment NPC82. 


Comment NPC115: (Page 3-7) Why is the “Compatibility” with adjacent land uses for 
West First Street marked as “low performance” when listed as 
compatible earlier in the document: 


What were the mitigating factors in categorizing each alternative 
site low or high in Table 3.2? Please list out the differences for each 
site and each difference. 


This section state the MBTA only needs to “obtain the necessary 
rights to Moore Street” from Waldo Bros. Company. This is not 
true. The MBTA will need to acquire Waldo Bros. property or 
mitigate the impact of their use of Moore Street. 
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Where are the Assessment of Alternatives access routes into the 
Southampton Street proposed facility? (South Bay Avenue and 
Frontage Road and any other road except Moore Street?) 


Why is the Southampton Street location considered when the 
Newmarket community isn’t serviced by the Silver Line? 


Why is an easement necessary from AK Media? Where is this 
access necessary? 


Response: The West First Street is considered “low performance” for 
compatibility with adjacent land uses since there are residences very 
close to the facility; in contrast, the Southampton Street is in an 
industrial area. 


Table 3.2 presents a comparative analysis that includes subjective 
evaluations. The MBTA believes that these criteria are the ones that 
best lay out the needs and parameters of the facility. 


The MBTA is not required to acquire the entire Waldo Bros. 
Company property. The MBTA needs to acquire the right, via a 
utility easement, to install subsurface utilities in Waldo Bros. 
Company portion of Moore Street (the west half of the south end). 
These subsurface utilities will be installed during Waldo Bros. 
Company non-working hours so there will be no impact. 


The NBA was identified by the City of Boston and the BTD as the 
group to represent the public in the design review process. The 
NBA is a group of business local to the project including Waldo 
Brothers, Slade Gorton & Co., and the MBTA Police. Ongoing 
coordination meetings are held with representatives of the NBA, 
BTD, the Mayor’s office, the BRA, and the MBTA to discuss the 
maintenance facility design and construction, including traffic- 
related issues and mitigation. 


The alternative access routes to the maintenance facility were 
presented in conjunction with the public design review process 
identified in the response to Comment NPC1. Representatives of 
the NBA, City of Boston, BTID, BRA, and the MBTA attended the 
presentation at a July 17, 2001 meeting. 


While Southampton Street is not along the Silver Line route, the 
facility is well located to serve both ends of the Silver Line. 


The easement was granted by the AK Media Group to the MBTA 
for access by vehicles to the maintenance facility at the north end of 
Moore Street at the intersection of South Bay Avenue. 
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Comment NPC116: (Page 4-1) This facility doesn’t have minimal transportation system 
impacts. It has major impacts to the community. 


What is the impact to the Newmarket area throughout the pullouts 
and pullbacks? Newmarket’s peak hours are different than 
commuter peak hours. 


Response: Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with 
the City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, 
additional analysis was conducted to address truck activity in the 
Newmarket area. Most bus activity occurs outside of the peak 
traffic periods. During the peak periods, very few buses will return 
to or leave the facility. Most buses return or depart before or after 
peak traffic periods. 


At times other than peak traffic periods, the number of vehicles will 
be less and traffic will operate more efficiently. 


Comment NPC117: (Page 4-2) What traffic pattern was studied for the South Bay Center 
and Southampton Street intersection? Was it considered for pull 
backs taking a left on Southampton Street from the South Bay 
Center? 


Where is the intersection study for: 


Southampton and Dorchester Avenue 

1-93 South exit ramp and South Bay Plaza 

South Bay Plaza impact at stop sign 

South Bay Plaza intersection and Southampton Street for Pullback 
traffic 


Response: The intersection at Southampton Street at South Bay Center was 
analyzed for buses during the roadway’s peak hour. At this time, 
no buses will be returning and will not impact the intersection. 
When buses do return, traffic at this location will be less. It is 
assumed that the number of buses that would use the intersection 
would be less than 10 for the busiest one-hour period, which is 
approximately one bus every six minutes. No significant impact is 
expected at this location due to bus activity. 


Comment NPC118: (Page 4-5) Where is the seasonality component used for the traffic 
study of Newmarket? Why was the worst time of year to gain a 
complete picture of this area and the traffic pattern done? 


Where is the data that supports the type of historical traffic of queue 
trucks for loading docks on Southampton Street and Moore Street 
studied? 
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Response: A conservative growth rate of 1.5 percent per year was added to all 
existing truck and vehicle volumes to accommodate growth and 
seasonality. Project-generated trips from all approved projects in 
the area were also added. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, as part of ongoing coordination with 
the City of Boston and the Newmarket business community, 
additional analysis was conducted to address truck activity in the 
Newmarket area. Areas where trucks stand in the Newmarket area 
were identified by site visits. All buses turning into and out of the 
facility were modeled to accommodate trucks standing on 
Southampton Street. The new buses at this facility are more 
maneuverable than existing ones and require the same width as 
passenger cars. Traffic is assumed to travel as it does today. 


Comment NPC119: (Chart 4-2) shows traffic increase from 2:00-3:00 p.m. when the 
buses will be deployed again. What is the impact from 2:00-5:00 
p.m. as all our trucks are returning to be reloaded during this time? 
What is the impact for unplanned events like ambulances and fire 
trucks, which occur quite frequently along Mass Avenue and 
Southampton? 


Response: The data graphed in Figure4.2 include all trucks using 
Southampton Street, both returning and departing. The buses’ trips 
were added to existing truck and passenger car volumes that were 
factored to include growth for future years. 


The analysis used to quantify impact to study area intersections 
determines average vehicle delay. Because of the random nature of 
“unplanned events,” it is too difficult to model the effect they would 
have. State law requires that vehicles pull to the side of the road to 
allow emergency vehicles to pass. The MBTA buses adhere to this 
law. 


Comment NPC120: (Table 4.3) This chart depicts four LOS “F” ratings. Why is this 
considered acceptable? What is the impact for unplanned events 
like ambulances and fire trucks, which happen quite frequently 
along Mass Avenue and Southampton? 


Response: The referenced table refers to existing conditions in the area during 
the p.m. peak hour; as existing conditions, they are unrelated to the 
maintenance facility. LOS F represents a typical congested peak- 
hour condition in an urban area, generally meaning that a vehicle 
will experience delay in passing through an intersection (one or 
more traffic cycles). 


The analysis used to quantify impacts to study area intersections 
determines average vehicle delay. Because of the random nature of 
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“unplanned events,” it is too difficult to model the effect they would 
have. State law requires that vehicles pull to the side of the road to 
allow emergency vehicles to pass. The MBTA buses adhere to this 
law. 


(Table 4.2) Where is the impact for the stop sign within South Bay 
Plaza? Where is queuing for South Bay Center taking left onto 
Southampton St.? 


The stop-controlled intersection within South Bay Plaza was not 
specifically analyzed. It is assumed that the number of buses that 
would use the ring road (and the stop-controlled intersection) 
would be less than 10 for the busiest one-hour period, which is 
approximately one bus every six minutes. It is assumed that the 
traffic operations at the intersection of Frontage Road at South Bay 


Center or any intersections within the plaza will not be significantly 
degraded. 


Subsequent to the NPC filing, a supplemental traffic analysis report 
was performed. It was presented to the public design review 
process identified in the response to Comment NPC1 at a July 17, 
2001 meeting attended by representatives of the NBA, City of 
Boston, BTD, BRA, and the MBTA. 


The supplemental traffic analysis reports the northbound queue on 
All State Road Extension to be 12 vehicles for the right turn and five 
for the left turn during the a.m. peak hour. For the p.m. peak hour, 
the queue for the left turn is seven and nine for the right turn. 
These queues are for the 2005 build year with the maintenance 
facility operational. Queue information for existing and no-build 
can be found in the NPC appendix. The supplemental traffic 
analysis reports the 95 percent queue, which basically says that 95 
percent of the time the queue is below this amount. Conversely, of 
course, for 5 percent of the time, the queue is above that amount. 


(Table 4.4) This chart depicts two LOS “F” ratings. Why is this 
considered acceptable? What is the impact for unplanned events 
like ambulances and fire trucks, which happen quite frequently 
along Mass Avenue and Southampton? 


The referenced table refers to 2005 no-build conditions in the area 
during the a.m. peak hour; as future year no build conditions, they 
are unrelated to the maintenance facility. LOS F represents a typical 
congested peak-hour condition in an urban area, generally meaning 
that a vehicle will experience delay in passing through an 
intersection (one or more traffic cycles). 





7-72 


2nd Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


The analysis used to quantify impact to study area intersections 
determines average vehicle delay. Because of the random nature of 
“unplanned events,” it is too difficult to model the effect they would 
have. State law requires that vehicles pull to the side of the road to 
allow emergency vehicles to pass. The MBTA buses adhere to this 
law. 


Comment NPC123: (Table 4.5) This chart depicts four LOS “F” ratings. Why is this 
considered acceptable? What is the impact for unplanned events 
like ambulances and fire trucks, which happen quite frequently 
along Mass Avenue and Southampton? 


Response: The referenced table refers to 2005 no-build conditions in the area 
during the p.m. peak hour; as future year no build conditions, they 
are unrelated to the maintenance facility. LOS F represents a typical 
congested peak-hour condition in an urban area, generally meaning 
that a vehicle will experience delay in passing through an 
intersection (one or more traffic cycles). 


The analysis used to quantify impact to study area intersections 
determines average vehicle delay. Because of the random nature of 
“unplanned events,” it is too difficult to model the effect they would 
have. State law requires that vehicles pull to the side of the road to 
allow emergency vehicles to pass. The MBTA buses adhere to this. 


Comment NPC124: (Table 4.9) This chart depicts two LOS “F” ratings. Why is this 
considered acceptable? What is the impact for unplanned events 
like ambulances and fire trucks, which happen quite frequently 
along Mass Avenue and Southampton? 


Response: The intersections classified as operating at LOS F in this 2005 build 
condition (i.e., the maintenance facility is built and in operation) do 
not experience any worsening in delay over 2005 no build 
conditions (compare delay projections for the two intersections in 
Tables 4.4 and 4.9). See also the response to Comment NPC121. 
This is due largely to the fact that vehicles will have left the 
maintenance facility site to enter into revenue service prior to the 
beginning of the a.m. peak-hour period. 


The analysis used to quantify impact to study area intersections 
determines average vehicle delay. Because of the random nature of 
“unplanned events,” it is too difficult to model the effect they would 
have. State law requires that vehicles pull to the side of the road to 
allow emergency vehicles to pass. The MBTA buses adhere to this. 


Comment NPC125: (Page 4-10) What will be the impact to Melnea Cass traffic of the 
Washington Street dedicated Silver Line lane? Will it be worse 
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when this is in service than it is today along with the bus traffic on 
Southampton? 


The traffic at 4:45-5:45 [p.m.] is significant already. Deployment of 
buses is from 2:00-4:00 p.m. Will the 4:00 p.m. deployment cause 
any more impact to the 4:45 commute? 


The study discusses commuter peak hours, Newmarket is all trucks 
with fewer cars on the off-peak commuter hours. What is the 
impact to the historical business of truck traffic and loading 
operations? 


All data provided by this report for pullouts and pullbacks is an 
estimate. What happens to the analysis if the distribution times are 
extended by 30-40 minutes at Newmarket peak season May- 
October? 


The traffic impacts along Melnea Cass were fully analyzed in the 
Washington Street NPC dated May 1999. 


The buses are deployed incrementally from 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. By 4:00 
p.m., most buses have departed, and very few if any buses will exit 
the facility at that time. By 4:45 p.m., buses will be on their routes 
and will not impact Southampton Street. 


During off-peak traffic periods, the bus activity is not expected to 
significantly impact truck activity. 


The impact study analyzed traffic during the peak hour for the 
study area intersections. Periods outside of the peak period are 
expected to be equal or less than the peak. Furthermore, the bus 
deployment is dictated by commuter demand and will not fluctuate 
more than estimated by MBTA Bus Operations. 


(Page 4-11) Cross Town planning development wasn’t included in 
the study. What will the impact be with this project along with 
other development sites not included (Biosquare and Med 
Services?) 


At the time of the study, vehicle trips from Crosstown Project had 
not been determined. The impact study included all projects in the 
area that were approved. A general background traffic growth rate 
was applied for five consecutive years to accommodate additional 
growth in the area. 


(Page 4-16) Nothing is mentioned in the report to include 
Newmarket needs to conduct business in off-peak commuter traffic. 
What will be the impact during Newmarket peak season plus 
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colleges in session to all hours of the day to conduct loading and 
unloading on Southampton Street? What are the delays when all 
this occurs in front of the proposed site versus and at each 
intersection? 


Response: The impact study analyzed traffic during the peak hour for the 
study area intersections. This reflects the highest volumes. During 
off-peak periods, volumes will be lower and the effect of congestion 
on truck activity will be less. 


Areas where trucks stand in the Newmarket area were identified by 
site visits. All buses turning into and out of the facility were 
modeled to accommodate trucks standing on Southampton Street. 


The MBTA will not queue buses off-site, so it will only need access 
to the site driveways. A conservative growth rate of 1.5 percent per 
year was added to all existing truck and vehicle volumes to 
accommodate growth and seasonality. Project-generated trips from 
all approved projects in the area were also added. At the time 
traffic data were collected, most Boston colleges were in session. 
Southampton Street is not a widely used route for Boston-area 
college commuters. 


Comment NPC128: (Page 4-17)The wide curb cuts will hamper truck staging on 
Southampton Street? Where is the impact of this to the local 
businesses? 


The Southampton Street/Newmarket intersection is significantly 
impacted at peak hours. What will be done to mitigate this delay? 


Response: Areas where trucks stand in the Newmarket area were identified by 
site visits. All buses turning into and out of the facility were 
modeled to accommodate trucks standing on Southampton Street. 


Since the facility serves peak-hour demand, buses are on their 
routes during peak hours. 


The peak-hour impact of the facility on the intersection at 
Newmarket Street is minimal, because very few vehicles will arrive, 
or leave the site at these times. 


Comment NPC129: (Page 5-3) The development of the maintenance facility will have 
MAJOR impact on Waldo Bros. Company. Ninety percent of Waldo 
Bros. loading and unloading of trucks is done on our Moore Street 
loading docks. If the mitigation process for the TAKING of Moore 
Street isn’t sufficient to completely rearrange Waldo Bros. Company 
buildings and property, Waldo Bros. Company will be out of 
business. Additionally, Waldo Bros. Company may not survive the 





Response: 
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Comment NPC132: 
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construction impact of this project based upon the information we 
currently have from the MBTA. 


Waldo Bros. has every right to park, load and unload on Moore 
Street as it has been doing for actively for 22 years but overall 132 
years. 


The construction impacts to Waldo Bros. Company haven’t been 
considered nor agreed to as yet. 


The MBTA has worked toward mitigating Waldo Bros. Company 
concerns through the design review process in meetings with NBA. 
The maintenance facility Contractors are required to minimize the 
impacts to the Waldo Bros. Company operations. All construction 
work executed in Waldo Bros. Company end of Moore Street 
adjacent to their loading facilities will be done during their non- 
working hours. The MBTA continues to work with Waldo Bros. 
Company to develop mutually acceptable use of Moore Street. 


(Page 5-4) What are the emissions results compared to utilizing the 
alternative locations instead of Southampton Street? 


The emission results would be the same at each location, since any 
location would use the same vehicles, same emission source 
equipment, and same number of pullouts and pullbacks. 


(Page 5-5) Newmarket area currently experiences brownouts. What 
will this facility do this situation? What will be done to not add to 
the problem? 


The electrical power for the final configuration of the maintenance 
facility is fed from the MBTA power grid. The MBTA owns and 
operates turbines to supply additional electrical power during peak 
periods. Electrical system brownouts in the Newmarket area are 
controlled by NStar and not the MBTA. 


Very poor Business Activity section. Needs more study and depth 
to all the Newmarket business but especially Waldo Bros. 
Company, Slade Gorton and Boston Lamb and Veal. 


The MBTA feels that the business outreach program on the 
Southampton Street maintenance facility has been extensive, par- 
ticularly since the time of the filing of the NPC. 


7-76 


2nd Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


Karen Wepsic 


Comment NPC133: The configuration of the maintenance facility needs to be spelled 
out in more detail. ... More detail needs to be specified in how these 
| dual mode and CNG] buses will coexist. 


Response: Section 2.2 describes in detail the proposed configuration and 
operation of the maintenance facility. 


Comment NPC134: The dual mode diesel electric bus for the South Boston Piers 
transitway will be operating in a salt air environment (Boston 
Harbor) and presumably will need to be washed thoroughly every 
day to prevent an excessive rate of corrosion. I did not see anything 
in the April, 2001 submission by the MBTA addressing the special 
problems of maintaining vehicles in a seaside environment. 


Response: During the initial development of the initial procurement, the 
MBTA was careful to specify that the vehicle must be able to 
withstand typical New England climatic conditions. The MBTA is 
confident that this vehicle is capable of resisting corrosion due to 
salt. 
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Artery Business Committee 


Comment AU1: We are pleased to see that the MBTA has laid out a plan for future 
public process as the Silver Line construction moves forward, and 
fully support the idea of a stakeholders group to assist with the 
operating plans and development of Phase ll. ... [T]he Artery 
Business Committee would like to have a member of the ABC staff, 
representing the South Boston business community, service on the 
MBTA Silver Line stakeholders group. 


Response: The MBTA has begun the public stakeholders process by convening 
the South Boston Waterfront Transit Advisory Committee as 
described in Section1.4. This group has so far focused on 
developing the transit service plan for the South Boston Waterfront 
area. As time progresses, the scope of the group will expand to 
include such elements as design and implementation of the future 
phase of the Silver Line, the future use of vehicles on the full build, 
and other relevant issues. 


Comment AU2: Under the section subtitled Transportation Network, the report 
states that prior supplemental shuttle buses serving the piers area 
from North Station and Back Bay were not included in the most 
recent ridership analysis and that these services were “no longer 
needed to provide adequate levels of transit service to the Piers 
area.” While we think the Silver Line will eliminate the need for 
connections from South Station and the red line, there is still a 
question of servicing the needs of commuters making connections at 
North Station and the green and orange line. In addition, the 
question of how conventioneers housed in Back Bay hotels will 
reach the new convention center has yet to be addressed. 


Response: The April 2001 Annual Update indicated that in 2005, 54 percent of 
the a.m. peak-hour trips destined for the Waterfront area would be 
made on the transit, including the Silver Line Phase II. This transit 
mode share is comparable to that achieved in downtown Boston (67 
percent); supplementing this level of transit service with shuttle 
buses would not be productive, given the cost of those buses 
operating on already congested roadways. In the full build Silver 
Line, the a.m. peak-hour transit mode share to the Waterfront area 
increases to 62 percent, and direct connections to the Orange and 
Green Lines would be made at New England Medical Center, 
Chinatown, and Boylston Stations. In terms of conventioneers 
housed in Back Bay, the FEIR for the Boston Convention and 
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Exhibition Center (BCEC) assumed that these trips would be made 


primarily on privately operated shuttles coordinated between the 
hotels and BCEC. 


Comment AU3: The ABC recommends that the MBTA continue with the plans to 
procure the Neoplan buses and implement the recommendations of 
the panel regarding the emissions levels. 


Response: The MBTA will develop and implement an emissions assurance 
program for the Neoplan dual mode vehicle. The proposed 
framework for this program is summarized in Section 3.6 and 
detailed in Appendix B. The framework reflects a pragmatic and 
feasible approach to the Peer Review Panel’s recommendations 
related to emissions control. 
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City of Boston 


The Environment Department 


Comment AU4: 


Response: 


The Environment Department understands that use of the 60-foot 
articulated buses was contemplated when headways were 
established for Washington Street and we are concerned that the 40- 
foot buses operating with the same headways will not provide 
sufficient service. This department requests that the MBTA provide 
information on capacity changes that will result from the use of the 
40-foot buses and on adjustments that will be made to counter any 
capacity deficits. 


The MBTA is planning on using 40-foot CNG vehicles along 
Washington Street for only a limited period of time. The Silver 
Line/ Washington Street service is expected to officially open in July 
2002 using the 40-foot vehicles. The 60-foot vehicles are being 
delivered and will be in service along Washington Street by the end 
of 2002. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Department of Environmental 


Comment AU5: 


Response: 


Comment AU6: 


Response: 


Protection 


Future annual updates should track and report on ... advancements 
[in bus and emissions technology], particularly as the MBTA plans 
for the future connection between Washington Street and the 
Transitway. 


A change in the engine of the Neoplan dual mode vehicles is 
described in Section 3.0. That section also presents a framework for 
an Emissions Assurance Program for the vehicle. It is the practice of 
the MBTA to consistently acquire, analyze, and when appropriate 
apply information regarding advancements and/or developments 
in vehicle and emissions control policy, regulations, engineering, 
systems, and products. In addition, this ongoing effort focuses on 
the deployment experiences of other public transportation agencies 
and allied industry sectors involved in large heavy-duty vehicle 
fleet operations. These efforts will provide the basis, in part, for 
future decision-making and options related to vehicle technology 
for the future Silver Line. Such technology options will continue to 
be presented in future Annual Updates. 


The MBTA indicates it will enter into a contract with Neoplan to 
provide vehicle and emissions systems support. Given that Johnson 
Matthey (JM) will be needed to provide key support on the 
emissions control devices ... JM should be should be tied 
contractually to provide support as well. The MBTA should specify 
in future updates the name, model, and manufacturers of the 
monitoring device. 


All manufacturers providing equipment, systems, and consumables 
related to emissions control associated with the dual mode vehicle 
are by contract and industry practice joined into a partnership, 
directly and indirectly, with the MBTA. This partnership is based 
on warranty provisions (mechanical and emissions) and related 
service as well as required technical support derived from 
contractual commitments and driven by market conditions. 
Further, this partnership includes engine, aftertreatment, and fuel 
vendors, as well as the vehicle manufacturer. The MBTA’s 
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proposed Emissions Control Program summarized in Section 3.6 
incorporates these relationships and their regulatory, contractual, 
and risk management origins and implications. The model for this 
support has been developed by the MBTA through its recent series 
of implementation initiatives associated with the Series 50 Reliabilt 
Engine Program, fleet-wide deployment of ultra low sulfur diesel 
fuel, and installation of diesel particulate filters. Experience 
accumulated through these initiatives will serve as an important 
basis for future decision-making by the MBTA with respect to dual 
mode vehicle emissions control-related products and services. 


Future Annual Updates will include product profile information 
related to selected monitoring/ testing technologies. 


DEP believes the [emissions] testing program should be designed 
with input from an oversight committee or an emission testing 
protocol should be prepared for public and DEP review. This 
protocol should include detailed information on the testing protocol 
and which contractor(s) the MBTA plans to use to perform the 
testing. 


Section 3.6 describes a comprehensive and fully integrated 
Emissions Assurance Program framework that consists of four 
complementary elements (including emissions testing). These 
elements cover the three interrelated components of emissions 
control - engine, aftertreatment, and fuel - to be incorporated in the 
dual mode vehicle’s propulsion system architecture. It is the intent 
of the MBTA to utilize the services of an independent contractor to, 
at a minimum, oversee the selected emissions testing protocol as 
well as analyze and report the key outcomes of the data derived 
from such tests. 


The MBTA should conduct the J1667 snap idle test (required by the 
periodic MA diesel smoke program) in addition to their proposed 
visual check for the filters. The MBTA should also specify how 
NOx emissions will be measured. Will a five-gas analyzer be used? 
... [T]he annual updates should report on the implementation of the 
testing program, but these issues should also be discussed with DEP 
and EOEA before they have been finalized. 


Currently, the MBTA conducts smoke testing consistent and in 
compliance with procedures contained in the Massachusetts diesel 
smoke program. By extension, and as a matter of practice, the dual 
mode vehicle fleet will be subject to these same procedures. The 
MBTA bus maintenance garage system is equipped with smoke 
opacity testing equipment that is used in support of these efforts. 
This will be the case as well at the new Silver Line Southampton 
Street facility and its provisioning of equipment. The MBTA Bus 
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Operations Directorate works closely with the staffs of the 
Department of Telecommunications and Energy and the Registry of 
Motor Vehicles for all inspection and reporting requirements set 
forth by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. This collaboration 
will extend to the acceptance and operation of the dual mode 
vehicles. A recent demonstration of this successful partnering took 
place during the delivery and conduct of acceptance 
testing/inspection protocols associated with the New Flyer CNG 
bus procurement. 


As summarized in Section3.6 and detailed in Appendix B, an 
Emissions Assurance Program is proposed for the Silver Line dual 
mode vehicles, with an array of potential emissions testing options. 
It is the intent of the MBTA to measure, analyze, and document a 
range of vehicle emissions, including NOx, PM, CO, HC, and CO2. 
Due to technological and related regulatory considerations, a 
specific testing technology/ protocol has not yet been selected. 
However, the purpose of the Emissions Assurance Program is to 
provide a development status of and roadmap for testing 
technology options. The final development and _ eventual 
implementation of the program will be reported in future Annual 
Updates. 


Comment AU9: In the event that the MBTA’s plan for the Neoplan buses is not 
achieving the predicted emissions levels, the MBTA should be 
required to take correction actions. 


Response: As described in Section 3.6 and detailed in Appendix B, the MBTA 
has developed a strategy for an Emissions Assurance Program 
designed to support consistent and long-term emissions control for 
the Neoplan dual mode vehicle. The program represents a strategic 
framework under which the MBTA will operate and maintain the 
three emissions-related components of the vehicle’s propulsion 
system architecture - engine, aftertreatment, and fuels. As a result 
of this framework and the methods and procedures it will produce, 
the MBTA will be engaged in an effective program of systems-based 
calibration and corrective measures (i.e., preemptive, conditions- 
driven, and predictive). This will ensure the emissions performance 
of those technologies set forth in the Emissions Assurance Program. 
The program is designed to provide a series of safeguards and, 
ultimately, an operating fail-safe mechanism to ensure the lowest 
possible level of emissions allowable by the selected technologies 
for the dual mode vehicle. 


Comment AU10: It is likely, given the rapid development of diesel retrofit technology 
and according to Johnson Matthey, its SCRT™ technology will be 
available for all 32 buses in 2003, in which case the MBTA should 





7-83 


2d Annual Update Pursuant to M.G.L. Section 61 


retrofit the 30 buses not being delivered with SCRTs in 2003. In 
addition, waiting for EPA to verify the SCRT technology and for 
manufacturers to offer it as a commercially available product by 
engine manufacturers is inadequate. ... If MBTA waits until the end 
of 2005 to retrofit with SCRTs, they will only be slightly ahead of the 
emissions standards for a few months, after which time the Neoplan 
buses will be dirtier than those being delivered in 2007. 
Alternatively, the MBTA should implement a community-based 
program to offset excessive NOx emissions from the Neoplan buses 
until all of the vehicles are retrofit with SCRT technology. 


Response: To date and for the foreseeable future (12 to 18 months), the SCRT™ 
system is not commercially available: It is still in the pilot 
demonstration phase of its commercial development in the USS. 
Furthermore, the SCRT™ has not been submitted for EPA 
verification under its Environmental Technology Verification 
Program (ETVP). Currently, the EPA is developing product-testing 
protocols for Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR) technology for 
mobile heavy-duty engine retrofit application. EPA verification is 
crucial to risk management and regulatory compliance issues 
associated with retrofit applications of diesel emissions control 
technologies. At this point, the inherent risk associated with both 
the SCRT™ system and SCR single unit products does not support 
prudent and sound decision-making for full deployment of such 
technology in the dual mode vehicle fleet. However, there are 
encouraging developments in this technology. The MBTA is closely 
monitoring progress and key outcomes of existing and anticipated 
SCR pilot projects around the U.S. (see Section 3.4 for a discussion 
of the application of SCR technology to the dual mode vehicle). 
This includes the baseline parameters for SCR deployment 
promulgated by the MBTA, as well as a status of mobile SCR 
projects in the U.S. 


With respect to 2007, two points require clarification. First, all 
Neoplan dual mode vehicles will be delivered prior to this date and 
will be compliant with the EPA NOx emission level (2.5g/bhp-hr 
2002/2004) for new engine certification, as described in Section 3.0. 
Furthermore, the profile of the vehicle for PM is not only far below 
its required 2002/2004 certification level, it will more than meet the 
new 2007 new engine requirements for PM. Second, the emissions 
standards milestone, currently planned for 2007, is only application 
to new engines sold in the U.S. 


With respect to community-based offset for NOx, the newly 
selected dual mode vehicle engine (see Section 3.2) has a NOx 
profile that is 33 percent lower than the previous engine. In 
addition, the momentum for the deployment of other applications 
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of clean fuel technology is such that the MBTA has undertaken 
several actions that will create offsetting through its own fleet 
procurement/retirement and retrofit programs. The MBTA is also 
investigating the feasibility of incorporating diesel emissions control 
retrofit technologies for its commuter rail locomotive and commuter 
water ferry fleets. The MBTA has established a precedent setting 
leadership position in the deployment of clean diesel technology in 
the metropolitan region. This has begun to improve the market 
economic conditions associated with this technology - serving as 
the basis for other public heavy-duty diesel fleet operators to deploy 
this technology. Also, the EPA and Region I Office has been 
instrumental in facilitating a series of clean diesel and related 
emissions reduction initiatives through its Voluntary Diesel Retrofit 
Program, including the recently announced Boston School 
Department ULSD and DPF Retrofit Program. It is reasonable to 
expect that the momentum generated by the MBTA and EPA will 
lead to the adoption and deployment of other clean diesel and 
related technologies resulting in accelerated and effective emissions 
offsetting in the Transitway project and surrounding areas. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Division of Marine Fisheries 


No comments. 
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Massachusetts Sierra Club 


Comment AU12: The negative impacts of overhead catenary construction necessary 
to support ETB operations in [the South Boston Waterfront] area 
have been given far more weight than is prudent given the 
significant air quality benefits these vehicles will provide. 


Response: The MBTA is interested in working with the communities to 
determine if overhead electric catenary should be strung in the 
South Boston residential areas (or any other areas) so that the dual 
mode vehicles can be used in zero emissions mode. While the 
MBTA has stated that these catenary wires are an impact 
(particularly on historic and cultural resources), it does not believe 
that it negates the benefits of the use of the vehicle. The MBTA will 
address these impacts if and when the decision to use the vehicles 
on wire is made. 


Comment AU13: Is Phase Two (South Station to Boylston Station) still considered a 
viable project in light of other more recent funding priorities such as 
the Fall River/New Bedford Commuter Rail and the Urban Ring. 
The Annual Review informs us that no funding has been secured 
for Phase II and that much design/engineering work remains to be 
done on this section of the Piers Transitway Project. 


Response: Silver Line Phase HI remains an important transit priority for the 
MBTA, as do projects like Fall River/New Bedford. The MBTA is 
seeking all opportunities to fund these projects within its capital 
plan. Since the time of the last Annual Update, the MBTA filed a 
Silver Line Phase III New Starts report/request to initiate prelimi- 
nary engineering with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
requesting funding of 60 percent of the project. This request to 
enter the New Starts pipeline and initiate preliminary engineering 
was approved by FTA on July 19, 2002. There is $42.71 million in 
the FY2003-FY2007 Capital Investment Plan. The MBTA pro- 
grammed that money because it represents a 20 percent match for 
the original cost estimate. The Transit Commitments require the 
MBTA to put up at least 20 percent. 


Comment AU14: The Replacement Transit/Improvement Project corridor extended 
all the way to Mattapan Square, and not just to Dudley Square in 
Roxbury. 
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Response: The original commitment for Washington Street Service was from 
Dudley to downtown. The MBTA is interested, however, in 
working with communities to see what routes should be expanded 
or extended. The BRT concept gives the MBTA the greatest 
flexibility to extend or change this service. 


Comment AU15: The MBTA is once again proposing another “interim” service 
utilizing 40-foot buses instead of the original 60-foot articulated 
vehicles proposed in earlier submissions. As was true for much of 
the history of [the Washington Street] project, this “interim” service 
will undoubtedly become the permanent service. 


Response: As described above, the MBTA is planning on using 40-foot CNG 
vehicles along Washington Street for only a limited period of time. 
The Silver Line/Washington Street service is expected to officially 
open in July 2002 using the 40-foot vehicles. The 60-foot vehicles 
are being delivered and will be in service along Washington Street 
by the end of 2002. 


Comment AU16: The Club, among many others, is again recommending that these 
two projects; The South Boston Piers Transitway Project and the 
Replacement Transit/Improvement Project (Washington Street 
Replacement Service) be decoupled and that a true Replacement 
Service for the former Orange Line elevated through Dudley Square 
in Roxbury be constructed with no further delay. 


Response: The Silver Line/Washington Street project does not need to be 
“decoupled” from the Transitway project, since the Washington 
Street service does in fact represent a replacement service as 
promised by the MBTA. 


Comment AU17: The Club is also recommending that the MBTA’s CT3 bus route be 
immediately rerouted to serve Dudley Station at all times. This one 
simple adjustment would immediately result in a one seat ride 
between Dudley Station in Roxbury, the South Boston Waterfront 
and Logan Airport. 


Response: Based on the MBTA service Delivery Plan, the MBTA decided to no 
longer route any CT3 buses to the airport, due to the very low rider- 
ship and demand over the three years the route was in service. 
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South Boston Environmental 
Health Watch 


Comment AU18: Both the Washington Street Replacement Service and the South 
Boston Piers Transitway should be light rail. 


Response: The entire Silver Line service is being designed so that it may 
accommodate a conversion to light rail in the future, if appropriate. 
At this point, however, the MBTA believes that the BRT service on 
both of these segments is appropriate and that waiting until light 
rail can be built will only delay the implementation of high quality 
transit to neighborhoods in need of this service. 


Comment AU19: If the Neoplan dual mode buses are going to be used on the Piers 
Transitway, the Health Watch supports extending catenary on the 
Convention Center and Boston Marine Industrial Park routes. 
Again, whenever the vehicles are running “on-wire,” emission[s] are 
reduced and air quality in the neighborhood is improved. 


Response: As described above, the MBTA is interested in working with the 
neighborhoods to determine where it may be appropriate to place 
catenary wire so that the MBTA can run more of the dual mode 
service in zero emissions mode. 


Comment AU20: If the Neoplan vehicles are to be employed, SBEHW insists that the 
MBTA implement all the monitoring recommendations described in 
Section 7.2 of the Peer Review Panel’s Report. Furthermore, the 
results of the monitoring should be made available to the 
community. 


Response: The MBTA has developed and presents a multilateral Emissions 
Assurance Program for the Neoplan dual mode vehicle (see 
Section 3.6). This program’s framework reflects a pragmatic and 
feasible combination of the Peer Review Panel’s recommendations 
as they relate to emissions control. With respect to community- 
based air quality monitoring, the MBTA will investigate existing 
programs and related assets dedicated to this purpose. In addition, 
the MBTA will seek the establishment of an interagency (federal, 
state, and municipal) project stakeholder partnership. The purpose 
of this partnership will be to frame a unified and practical approach 
to project area monitoring, data acquisition and analysis, and 
community-accessible (e.g., Internet-based) reporting. 
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SBEHW would like to see the MBTA establish meaningful 
community involvement that would advance the real transportation 
and health needs of the affected communities. 


The MBTA has established a stakeholders group, as described in 
Section 1.4, to develop an complete community involvement 
process to address, among other issues, the transportation and 
environmental needs of the South Boston community. 
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South Boston Environmental 
Health Watch and Washington 
Street Corridor Coalition 


Comment AU22: 


Response: 


Comment AU23: 


Response: 


Both groups [South Boston Environmental Health Watch and 
Washington Street Corridor Coalition] believe that the full build 
Silver Line should be a light rail system to maximize capacity, 
compete with private auto use, and minimize air quality impacts in 
the neighborhood. 


The entire Silver Line service is being designed so that it may 
accommodate a conversion to light rail in the future, if appropriate. 
At this point, however, the MBTA believes that the BRT service on 
both of these segments is appropriate and that waiting until light 
rail can be built will only delay the implementation of high quality 
transit to neighborhoods in need of this service. 


[T]he MBTA has not submitted studies or analysis to prove the 
infeasibility of light rail for either the Washington Street 
Replacement service or the Piers Transitway as two separate or one 
connected system. ... We, therefore, request MEPA to require the 
MBTA to file a new environmental notification form for a light rail 
system. This is a particularly necessary action for MEPA to take 
now because the current Silver Line project as proposed by the 
MBTA, lacking plans for alignments between the Transitway and 
Boylston Street and between Washington Street and Boylston Street, 
as well as a vehicle compatible with the entire project, is not viable. 


There is not a requirement to prove that the light rail is “infeasible” 
as there was on the Arborway line restoration. The commitment for 
service on the Washington Street corridor, as agreed to by EOTC 
and DEP in its transit commitments Administrative Consent Order 
dated September 1, 2000 was for 60-foot articulated CNG buses 
from Dudley to downtown. The Transitway service, as described in 
that same ACO, was for 60-foot dual mode buses. The alternative 
analysis for both of these corridors (that is, the analysis comparing 
light rail to bus or other alternatives) was submitted to MEPA in 
several different documents over the past 15 years. MEPA issued 
certificates of adequacy for the use of BRT service along each of 
these corridors, as well as for the full build Silver Line. The MBTA, 
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however, has stated its clear intent to look at the feasibility of light 
rail at future points. 
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Comment AU24: 


Response: 


Comment AU25: 


Response: 
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Karen Wepsic 


The ridership estimates for the South Boston Piers Transitway 
appear to be on the high side, at least in the near term, given the 
current stage of development in the waterfront area. Since the 
MBTA Route 7 bus will continue to run it doesn’t look like there is 
any need for the South Boston Piers Transitway route to the Boston 
Marine Industrial Park (BMIP). 


The ridership estimates were developed by running the CTPS 
regional model for this area. The MBTA believes that the ridership, 
as well as the pace of planned development, still warrants service to 
BMIP. 


I would like to see a detailed configuration of the Washington Street 
Replacement Service (Silver Line) bus route- especially the 
configuration at Dudley Bus Terminal to Melnea Cass and Temple 
Place end. Will there be a place to layover? Will there be any 
changes in allowable parking? How will headways be maintained 
when the route runs in mixed traffic? What is the justification for 
calling the Washington Street Replacement Service Bus Rapid 
Transit? 


The route for Silver Line Phase I prior to completion of Phase III 
will be as follows: 


e Beginning at Dudley Station, the inbound Silver Line will travel 
along Warren Street to the intersection of Washington Street. 
Outbound service to Dudley Station will use Washington Street 
at Dudley Square. 


e From Dudley Square, both the inbound and outbound Silver 
Line will use Washington Street to and from Stuart/ Kneeland 
Streets. Priority bus lanes will be provided between Melnea 
Cass Boulevard and Herald Street, and the outbound Silver Line 
between Herald and Berkeley Streets will travel in its exclusive 
contraflow lane. 


e From Stuart/Kneeland Streets the inbound Silver Line will 
continue up Washington Street to Temple Place where it will 
turn left to a layover stop. 
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e From Temple Place, the outbound Silver Line will turn left on 
Tremont Street to Stuart Street, and then right onto Washington 
Street. 


Parking will be restricted at stations and along Temple Place to 
insure passage of the Silver Line buses. 


The route for the Silver Line after the completion of Phase III will be 
the same as Phasel except, rather than using the Washington 
Street/Temple Place/Tremont Street/Stuart Street loop, the 
inbound and outbound Silver Line will use the new tunnel just 
north of the Washington and Oak Street intersection, connecting to 
the New England Medical Center, Boylston, Chinatown, and South 
Stations and new the new stations in South Boston and terminals at 
Logan Airport. 


Along with the construction of Phase I, the Silver Line will be 
equipped with a state-of-the-art Intelligent Transportation System 
(ITS) which will: 


e Be capable of triggering the next approaching traffic signal 
cycles for advancing the Silver Line along the route. 


e Be connected to Bus Operations located at 45 High Street which 
will monitor and control the locations of each vehicle in service 
and be able to communicate with each Silver Line vehicle along 
the route in order to maintain headways. 


e Automatically provide Silver Line Bus arrival/departure 
information to the public at all Silver Line station locations and 
to the “allaboutsilverline” web site. 


The MBTA has incorporated the principals of Bus Rapid Transit in 
the development of the Silver Line. BRT combines the flexibility of 
a surface bus system with the service characteristics of a more 
traditional light rail transit system. This approach integrates 
exclusive transit rights-of-way such as tunnels or bus lanes with 
surface routes operating in general traffic. Using this combination 
of routing options, the MBTA can feed multiple bus routes with 
large coverage areas into a high capacity line on exclusive right-of- 
way. Bus location and headways will be monitored and maintained 
with the incorporation of the ITS system which will also provide 
riders with bus arrival information at stations. As a result transit 
riders on the Silver Line will be provided with a high level of 
service. 


The Silver Line will have transit priority lanes with surface stations 
on roadways with sufficient right-of-way, and will operate in mixed 
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traffic on streets where priority lanes are not possible. In the 
downtown area, the buses will use tunnels with underground 
stations to facilitate movement and _ provide intermodal 
connectivity. As a result, the BRT approach will enable the MBTA 
to facilitate access from neighborhoods in all directions to the job 
centers in Boston. 


—— ee 
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